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ABSTRACT
Exploring the Effects of Coworker Ostracism on Feedback Inquiry and Voice: The Mediating
Role of Proactive Motivation
by
Ethan G. Rothstein

Advisor: Zhiqing Zhou
Coworker ostracism occurs when employees perceive that their coworkers are ignoring or
excluding them. The current work examines how coworker ostracism predicts feedback inquiry
and voice, two proactive behaviors important for individual and organizational success.
Specifically, I explored whether these relationships are mediated by three proactive motivation
states: organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect. I also examined
whether political skill and perceived organizational support (POS) moderated the relationships
between coworker ostracism and proactive motivation states, as well as the proposed indirect
effects. I collected data from 309 participants via TurkPrime, using a two-wave lagged design
with measurements separated by two months. Results showed that, consistent with the proactive
motivation model, the indirect effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry via
organizational identification and positive affect were significant, while the indirect effects of
coworker ostracism on voice via organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive
affect were significant. Most moderation hypotheses were not supported, with POS buffering the
relationship between coworker ostracism and positive affect and the associated indirect effects as
exceptions. The current study’s results suggest that coworker ostracism can potentially reduce
proactive behavior by lowering proactive motivation. Organizations may benefit from reducing
coworker ostracism so that it does not impact proactive motivation and subsequent proactive
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behavior. Supporting their employees so they develop high POS may also be a useful tactic for
mitigating the effects of coworker ostracism on positive affect, and in turn proactive behavior.
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Exploring the Effects of Coworker Ostracism on Feedback Inquiry and Voice: The Mediating
Role of Proactive Motivation
Workplace ostracism refers to the “extent to which an individual perceives that he or she
is ignored by others at work” (Ferris et al., 2008, p. 1348). Acts of ostracism are believed to
cause “social pain” because they can make people feel excluded, disconnected, and devalued
(Robinson et al., 2013; Sommer et al., 2001; Williams, 2007). Studies have shown that coworker
ostracism is particularly common in the modern workplace, due to coworkers’ close proximity,
frequent interactions, and co-dependent work activities (Fox & Stallworth, 2005; Hitlan et al.,
2006; Howard et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2014). For example, Fox and Stallworth (2005)
surveyed 262 full-time employees over the course of five years, and 66% of them reported
experiencing the silent treatment at work while 29% reported that coworkers intentionally left
the room when they entered.
Because coworker ostracism can be both prevalent and impairing, researchers have
devoted increasing attention to understanding its impact on employees and their work
experiences. Researchers have established the negative effects of coworker ostracism on
psychological needs (e.g., self-esteem, Baumeister & Leary, 1995), affect and emotions (e.g.,
Gerber & Wheeler, 2009), and job attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction; Fatima, 2016). There has also
been a considerable amount of research on how coworker ostracism can influence both positive
and negative employee behaviors. Studies have linked coworker ostracism to reduced
organizational citizenship behavior (Peng & Zeng, 2017) and job performance (Mao et al.,
2018), as well as increased counterproductive and deviant work behaviors (Hitlan & Noel, 2009;
Yang & Treadway, 2018) and turnover (Howard et al., 2019).
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One important type of employee behavior that has been largely overlooked in the
workplace ostracism literature is proactive behavior. Proactive behavior is self-driven, futureoriented action that is intended to improve oneself or the organization (Crant, 2000; Parker et al.,
2010). Organizations are increasingly relying on their employees to engage in proactive behavior
so that they can keep up with the demanding, fast-paced, and role-spanning nature of modern
work (Parker & Collins, 2010). When employees take a self-driven approach and put their eyes
towards the future, they are well-equipped for this type of work (Bindl & Parker, 2011).
Given the criticality of proactive behavior in the modern workplace, it is important to
understand whether and how coworker ostracism might affect employee proactive behavior and
factors that can mitigate the effects. While the literature in this direction is scarce, the current
study contributes in three major ways. First, this study will be one of the first to explore the
relationship between workplace ostracism, coworker ostracism in particular, and proactive
behavior. So far, only one study took a narrow focus by exploring the effects of workplace
ostracism on proactive customer service performance in the hospitality industry (Zhu et al.,
2017). While this study did demonstrate that workplace ostracism was negatively related to
proactive customer service performance, a specific type of proactive behavior towards
customers, whether and how coworker ostracism might affect other types of proactive behavior
remains unclear. The current study expands upon this research by exploring the effects of
coworker ostracism on two forms of proactive behavior: feedback inquiry and voice. Building on
findings of Zhu et al. (2017), the current study may provide deeper insight into whether
workplace ostracism relates to proactive behavior.
Feedback inquiry is when employees take it upon themselves to approach others to gather
performance and developmental feedback (Ashford & Black, 1996). Voice is when employees
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call out organizational issues and make suggestions for improving work processes and
procedures (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Both feedback inquiry and voice are particularly
relevant proactive behaviors because they require employees to make themselves vulnerable and
take interpersonal risks (Parker & Collins, 2010). When employees are overlooked or excluded
by their coworkers, they may have less desire to put themselves in these positions. In addition,
compared to other proactive behaviors, feedback inquiry and voice have the potential to take
place more frequently and tend to have more broadened influences on individual and
organizational performance (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Thomas & Whitman, 2010).
Second, the current work will examine the psychological processes through which
coworker ostracism may influence feedback inquiry and voice. According to Parker et al. (2010),
aspects of the work context can influence proactive behavior through their effects on proactive
motivation, defined as the necessary desire, confidence, and energy to engage in successful
proactive behavior (Parker et al., 2010). The current work focuses on three forms of proactive
motivation to reflect the three proactive motivational pathways proposed by Parker et al. (2010)
that might mediate the relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and
voice: organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect. Organizational
identification is one’s perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization (Ashforth
& Mael, 1989; Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Control appraisal is a person’s belief that he or she has
control over the work situation and can make an impact on outcomes (Frese & Fay, 2001).
Finally, positive affect is an umbrella construct that encompasses pleasant moods and emotions
(Watson & Tellegen, 1985). By examining their mediating roles, the current study contributes to
the understanding of how coworker ostracism might affect employee proactive behavior.
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Third, this study will contribute to the literature by examining boundary conditions of the
relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice through proactive
motivation states. Parker et al. (2010) stressed the need for researchers to explore moderators that
can strengthen or weaken relationships between work contextual factors and proactive
motivation states. Moreover, workplace ostracism researchers have called for additional studies
to examine moderators that can mitigate its harmful effects (e.g., Howard et al., 2019; Robinson
et al., 2013). The current work answers both calls by examining political skill and perceived
organizational support as moderators of the relationships between coworker ostracism and
organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect. Political skill and perceived
organizational support are also examined as moderators of the indirect effects of coworker
ostracism on proactive behavior via these motivation states (i.e., moderated mediation). Political
skill is the “ability to effectively understand others at work, and to use such knowledge to
influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s personal and/or organizational objectives”
(Ferris et al., 2005, p. 127). Perceived organizational support refers to employees’ beliefs that the
organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger et al.,
1986). Both factors fit in the proactive motivation model as potential individual and contextual
moderators.
Furthermore, political skill and perceived organizational support are both malleable and
can therefore inform organizational interventions. Political skill can be developed and improved
through training and practice (Ferris et al., 2007), and perceived organizational support can be
strengthened when organizations provide their employees with emotional (e.g., support,
encouragement) and instrumental (e.g., autonomy, job security) resources (Abd Ghani & Hussin,
2009; Maertz et al., 2007). Therefore, if the potential buffering effects of political skill and
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perceived organizational are demonstrated in the current study, these findings can help
organizations design and implement trainings and interventions to mitigate the effects of
coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice.
The following section reviews the literature on workplace ostracism broadly and
coworker ostracism in particular, including its definition and characteristics and empirical
research on its outcomes. The subsequent section reviews the literature on proactive behavior,
including the definition and characteristics of different forms of proactive behavior with an
emphasis on feedback inquiry and voice. This section also summarizes empirical research on the
antecedents of proactive behavior. The following section outlines the proactive motivation model
(Parker et al., 2010) as a theoretical framework and describes the roles of reason-to, can-do, and
energized-to proactive motivation as underlying processes. Finally, hypotheses are proposed,
including the effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice via organizational
identification, control appraisal, and positive affect, and the moderating roles of political skill
and perceived organizational support. Figure 1 summaries the relationships proposed in the
current study.
Literature Review
Workplace Ostracism
Definition and Characteristics
There are two common definitions of workplace ostracism. Robinson et al. (2013)
defined workplace ostracism as instances “when an individual or group omits to take actions that
engage another organizational member when it is socially appropriate to do so” (p. 206). In this
definition, workplace ostracism is characterized by acts of omission because it emphasizes the
perpetrator’s failure to socially engage the victim, whether intentional or not. Because this
5

definition takes the perspective of the perpetrator, it is well-suited for studies that focus on the
perpetrator’s behaviors. In comparison, Ferris et al. (2008) defined workplace ostracism as the
“extent to which an individual perceives that he or she is ignored by others at work” (p. 1348). In
this definition, workplace ostracism is characterized by acts of commission, or willful exclusion
(Ferris et al., 2008). Since Ferris et al.’s (2008) definition takes the perspective of the victim, the
focus is on felt ostracism. Therefore, this definition is better suited for studies that focus on the
victim’s perceptions of ostracism, rather than the perpetrator’s behaviors (Howard et al., 2019).
Because the current study focuses on how the victim responds to coworker ostracism, Ferris et
al.’s (2008) conceptualization is more appropriate.
Workplace ostracism falls under the broader category of workplace mistreatment, which
is when an employee violates social norms by initiating negative actions or withholding positive
actions towards another employee (Cortina & Magley, 2003). Workplace mistreatment covers a
variety of behaviors, including some that are quite overt, such as harassment and bullying, and
others that are often subtler, such as workplace ostracism (Cortina et al., 2018; Ferris et al.,
2008). Workplace ostracism can also be characterized as a form of incivility, defined as “lowintensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace
norms for mutual respect” (Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 457). Incivility covers a subset of the
subtler behaviors that fall under the umbrella of workplace mistreatment. This includes
workplace ostracism, which often has an ambiguous intent and low intensity (Robinson et al.,
2013). However, incivility is broader than workplace ostracism and encompasses other subtle
behaviors that violate social norms, such as gossip, interrupting, and general rudeness (Cortina &
Magley, 2003; Ferris et al., 2017).
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Workplace ostracism can also be contrasted with social undermining, which refers to
behavior intended to prevent others from developing positive relationships (Duffy et al., 2002).
While employees can undermine their colleagues socially by ostracizing them, they can also
accomplish this goal through other forms of mistreatment, such as bullying and gossip (Duffy et
al., 2002). Social undermining also has a more specific intent than workplace ostracism, which
does not have to be aimed at thwarting others’ work relationships (Hershcovis, 2011).
Another important characteristic of workplace ostracism is that the perpetrator’s intent
can be either purposeful or non-purposeful. Purposeful ostracism occurs when the perpetrator is
aware that his or her behaviors are exclusionary. Sometimes this is done with the intention of
harming or retaliating against the target. In other cases, it is done with the goal of protecting the
self or group (e.g., avoiding conflict or preventing socially awkward situations; Robinson et al.,
2013; Williams, 2007). A common example of intentional ostracism is the “silent treatment,”
which over 66% of employees experience in one form or another according to a 2005 survey
(Fox & Stallworth, 2005). In comparison, non-purposeful ostracism occurs when the perpetrator
is unaware that his or her behaviors are exclusionary. This is believed to be the more common
form because there are myriad ways for employees to inadvertently exclude, ignore, or overlook
others in the workplace (e.g., forgetting to copy a coworker on an email, failing to answer an
coworkers’ question during a chaotic meeting, or not saying hello to a coworker in the morning
because he or she looks busy; Al-Atwi, 2017; Ferris et al., 2008). The victim may not always
recognize whether or not the perpetrator’s acts are intentional. All things equal, the perpetrator’s
intent may have no bearing on the victim’s reactions. That is, as long as the victim perceives that
he or she is being ostracized, he or she will experience the negative effects (Ferris et al., 2008;
Robinson et al., 2013).
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Workplace ostracism can be from multiple sources. The most commonly studied sources
are supervisors and coworkers, although most studies simply look at overall workplace ostracism
(Howard et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2013). These two types of ostracism sometimes take
different forms due to the often-disparate nature of supervisor-subordinate relationships (e.g.,
formal, associated power differential) and coworker relationships (e.g., collaborative, lateral;
Raabe & Beehr, 2003; Robinson et al., 2013). For example, supervisors may ostracize their
direct reports by ignoring their requests for informal check-ins, not recognizing their dedication
and accomplishments, and choosing not to invite them to meetings with cross-functional
stakeholders. In comparison, coworkers may ostracize one another by failing to greet them when
the workday begins and not saying goodbye when it ends, not inviting them for lunch and coffee
breaks, ignoring their contributions during team meetings, and choosing not to offer help when a
coworker is struggling (Ferris et al., 2008; Wu et al., 2011). Of these two types of ostracism,
coworker ostracism may occur more frequently because people tend to have more coworkers
than supervisors and interact with them face-to-face on a more regular basis (Raabe & Beehr,
2003; Robinson et al., 2013). Similarly, the common examples of coworker ostracism described
above tend to be more ubiquitous than the examples of supervisor ostracism. Thus, these
experiences of coworker ostracism may continuously compound and have a profound impact on
one’s overall work experience. This is the primary rationale for focusing on coworker ostracism
in the current study.
Outcomes of Workplace Ostracism
Workplace Ostracism and Psychological Needs. There is a considerable amount of
research on the effects of ostracism on four psychological needs: the need for belongingness, the
need for self-esteem, the need for control, and the need for a meaningful existence (Ferris et al.,
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2008; Williams, 2007). Notably, while some of this research looks specifically at workplace
ostracism, much of it focuses more broadly on social ostracism.
Workplace ostracism can threaten the need to belong by making employees feel excluded
from the organizational context (Ferris et al., 2008; Williams, 2007). Studies have shown that
when individuals are excluded or ostracized from social groups, they tend to feel reduced sense
of belonging (e.g., Gkorezis et al., 2013) and experience reduced identification with the group
(e.g., Gkorezis et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2016). These threats to belongingness are quite pervasive,
as even low-intensity forms of ostracism, such as being excluded from a computerized ball-toss
game (Zadro et al., 2004) and reading a paragraph explaining that one will be excluded later in
life (Twenge et al., 2007) can make people feel that they do not belong to the relevant group.
Ostracism can also threaten the need for self-esteem by making employees question
whether there is something wrong about themselves that warrants this type of mistreatment
(Ferris et al., 2007; Williams, 2007). Studies have also shown that when individuals are socially
excluded, they tend to feel worse about themselves and report lower levels of global self-esteem
(e.g., Blackhart et al., 2009; Leary, 1990). Other work has shown that workplace ostracism is
negatively related to organization-based self-esteem, a more targeted perception about whether
he or she is a valued member of the organization (Chung & Yang, 2017; Pierce & Gardner,
1989).
Furthermore, workplace ostracism can threaten the need for control by making an
employee believe that he or she is overlooked by his or her peers and therefore unlikely to make
a meaningful impact (Gerber & Wheeler, 2009; Williams, 2007; Zadro et al., 2004). Similarly,
studies have found that ostracism can make one feel powerless, due to beliefs that he or she has
no ability to end the ostracism (Cole & Walker, 2011; Ferris et al., 2008). This is particularly
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prevalent when employees endure long-term ostracism, because it becomes so deeply engrained
within their work experiences (Williams & Sommer, 1997). Moreover, when employees are
ostracized they tend to lose access to important resources, information, and social support which
they need to accomplish their work, navigate the work environment, and ultimately gain control
over their work situations (Al-Atwi, 2017; Robinson et al., 2013). This is because employees
gain access to these benefits (e.g., resources, information, support) through their work
interactions and relationships which can be curtailed by ostracism (Al-Atwi, 2017; Robinson et
al., 2013).
Finally, workplace ostracism can threaten the need for a meaningful existence because it
reflects a sense of “social death” within the organization and shows employees how the
organization would function if he or she did not exist (Pyszczynski et al., 2004; Sommer et al.,
2001). When employees believe that their existence within the organization has no meaning, they
may start to devalue their work and withdraw from the organization emotionally (Zheng et al.,
2016).
Workplace Ostracism and Well-Being and Health. Researchers have examined the
harmful effects of workplace ostracism on employee well-being and health. Studies have shown
that workplace ostracism is negatively related to psychological health (Hitlan et al., 2006; Jiang,
Zhang et al., 2011) and psychological well-being (Howard et al., 2019). Workplace ostracism is
also positively related to psychological distress (Wu et al., 2012), emotional exhaustion
(Jahanzeb & Fatima, 2018), and emotional distress (Hitlan et al., 2006; Wu et al., 2012). Other
research has examined the effects of workplace ostracism on well-being in specific domains
(e.g., work, non-work). For example, workplace ostracism is linked to increased job tension
(Howard et al., 2019; Hsieh & Karatepe, 2019) and job stress (Howard et al., 2019). Qian et al.
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(2019) found that supervisor ostracism predicted burnout. Researchers have also found that
workplace ostracism is positively related to work-to-family spillover (Liu et al., 2013) and workto-family conflict (Zhang et al., 2017).
Workplace Ostracism and Affect. Workplace ostracism can have an impact on affect,
an umbrella construct that encompasses moods, emotions, and trait affect (Gerber & Wheeler,
2009; Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Affect can be broken down into two dimensions: valence
(positive vs. negative) and arousal (i.e., affective intensity; high vs. low; Cropanzano et al.,
2003). While researchers generally agree that workplace ostracism can influence affect, they
have not come to a consensus on the fundamental nature of that influence. One line of research
suggests that ostracism should consistently evoke negative affect because it is an unpleasant
experience that causes social pain (Gerber & Wheeler, 2009; Robinson et al., 2013). Consistent
with this perspective, studies have linked ostracism to a variety of low-arousal negative
emotions, including sadness (Buckley et al., 2004) and depression (DeWall et al., 2012), and
high-arousal negative emotions, such as anxiety (Baumeister & Tice, 1990), anger, and shame
(Chow et al., 2008).
A different line of research suggests that because ostracism makes individuals feel
rejected and helpless, it can have an emotionally numbing effect characterized by reduced
affective reactions to subsequent events (Baumeister, 2005; DeWall & Baumeister, 2006).
Employees may even intentionally repress their feelings to protect themselves from experiencing
further pain, and this repression further contributes to their emotional numbness (Larsen, 2000;
Robinson et al., 2013). Consistent with this view, Blackhart et al. (2009) found in their metaanalysis that ostracism tends to reduce both positive and negative affect because it dampens their
emotional reactions.
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Workplace Ostracism and Job Attitudes. Researchers have also explored the effects of
workplace ostracism on job attitudes. For example, Ferris et al. (2008) found that workplace
ostracism was negatively related to job satisfaction, Zheng et al. (2016) found that it was
negatively related to affective organizational commitment, and Chung (2017) found that it was
negatively related to perceived person-organization fit. In addition, Hitlan et al. (2006) found that
participants who read a vignette about being ostracized by two coworkers reported lower levels
of organizational commitment to the fictional organization than participants who read a vignette
where there was no ostracism. Zheng et al. (2016) found that workplace ostracism was positively
related to turnover intentions because it depleted employees’ personal resources, which drove
down their desire to remain with the organization. Finally, Howard et al. (2019) linked
workplace ostracism to a host of job attitudes in their meta-analysis, including turnover
intentions, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, work engagement, and organizational
justice perceptions. Overall, these findings suggest that workplace ostracism can have a
profoundly negative impact on how employees feel about and view their jobs and organizations.
Workplace Ostracism and Behavioral Outcomes. Finally, researchers have examined
relationships between workplace ostracism and a variety of behavioral outcomes, including
counterproductive work behavior, organizational citizenship behavior, prosocial behavior, job
performance, and turnover. Previous studies have demonstrated that victims of workplace
ostracism may respond by engaging in counterproductive work behavior (CWB), which are
behaviors intended to harm the organization or its members (Spector & Fox, 2002), as well as
other forms of deviant behavior. Yan et al. (2014) found that state self-control mediated the
relationship between supervisor ostracism and CWB. The authors suggested that coping with
ostracism depletes employees’ self-regulatory resources, making it difficult for them to resist the
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urge to respond to their mistreatment by engaging in harming behaviors of their own.
Furthermore, Peng and Zeng (2017) demonstrated that self-esteem mediated the relationship
between coworker ostracism and interpersonal deviance. Overall, research in this area has
consistently demonstrated that workplace ostracism is tied to deviant behavioral responses that
can interfere with organizational functioning.
Several studies have also demonstrated negative relationships between ostracism and
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and prosocial behavior, two forms of behavior that
can benefit an organization or its members (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Organ, 1988). Wu et al.
(2016) found that the negative relationship between workplace ostracism and OCB was mediated
by reduced organizational identification, while Chung (2017) found that it was mediated by
reduced perceptions of person-organization fit. Similarly, Ferris et al. (2015) found that selfesteem mediated the negative relationship between workplace ostracism and OCB. Lastly,
Twenge et al. (2007) found across a series of experiments that when participants were socially
excluded, they engaged in less prosocial behavior (e.g., donated less money to fund a student
fund, and cooperated less with fellow research participants), possibly because they felt less
empathy towards others.
Interestingly, other studies have shown that under certain conditions, ostracism may
facilitate OCB and prosocial behavior. For example, Balliet and Ferris (2013) found that
individuals who were future-oriented were more likely to respond to ostracism by engaging in
more prosocial behavior, because they believed it would have long-term payoffs that could
ultimately lead to better treatment at work. In comparison, the authors found that employees who
were less future-oriented engaged in less prosocial behavior because they were more concerned
with the unpleasant nature of the immediate situation. In addition, some researchers have found
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that individuals who experience ostracism are more inclined to engage in prosocial behavior, as a
means of regaining acceptance into the group and fulfilling their need for belonginess (e.g.,
Sommer et al., 2020). Overall, while the research in this area is somewhat mixed, the majority of
studies suggest that workplace ostracism and social exclusion may reduce OCB and prosocial
behavior.
Finally, research has also linked workplace ostracism to reduced job performance and
increased turnover (e.g., Howard et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2011). Wu et al. (2011) found that the
negative relationship between workplace ostracism and job performance was mediated by
organization-based self-esteem. Focusing specifically on service organizations, Leung et al.
(2011) demonstrated that workplace ostracism reduced employees’ work engagement, likely
because it depleted their resources. In turn, these employees exhibited lower levels of service
performance.
The current study will extend this line of research by focusing specifically on coworker
ostracism and its effects on two forms of proactive behavior: feedback inquiry and voice. Being
ostracized by one’s coworkers is likely to have a particularly significant impact on these two
proactive behaviors, largely because both feedback inquiry and voice often require interpersonal
interactions with one’s colleagues (Parker & Collins, 2010). The following sections define
proactive behavior, differentiate it from related concepts, review the literature on its antecedents,
and highlight the importance of feedback inquiry and voice.
Proactive Behavior in the Workplace
Definition and Characteristics
Proactive behavior is defined as self-directed and future-focused action that is intended to
improve the organization or oneself (Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008). Proactive behavior is
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often conceptualized as an “active performance concept” because it requires employees to take it
upon themselves to improve personal and organizational outcomes (Fay & Frese, 2001). For
example, an employee may seek out information that is needed to improve performance or
development, take personal initiative to prevent and/or solve recurring problems, or search for
opportunities to improve organizational strategy. Researchers have noted that proactive behavior
is particularly important in the modern economy, which is characterized by challenges that create
uncertainty for organizations (e.g., globalization, mergers and acquisitions, decentralized
organizational structures, and boundaryless careers; Bindl & Parker, 2011; Thomas et al., 2010).
When employees engage in proactive behavior they can help their organizations tackle these
uncertainties and capitalize on the opportunities these uncertain situations.
Proactive behavior can be distinguished from the related concept of OCB. OCB is a form
of helping behavior that is always intended to benefit the organization or its members (Organ,
1988; 1997). In comparison, while certain proactive behaviors are intended to improve the
organization (e.g., identifying opportunities to improve organizational processes), others are
intended for the employee to improve him or herself (e.g., crafting one’s job to align it with
interests and strengths; Bindl & Barrett, 2011; Crant, 2000). Moreover, OCB is an extra-role
behavior, because it is not formally required as part of an employee’s job description (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1988). Certain proactive behaviors can be characterized as extra-role
behaviors, such as when an entry-level employee takes it upon him or herself to improve a work
procedure (Frese & Fay, 2001; Grant & Ashford, 2008). However, other proactive behaviors can
be characterized as in-role behaviors that occur within the purview of an employee’s day-to-day
job duties. For example, an employee may proactively seek out feedback from a coworker about
how to improve his or her performance on an important work task. Because proactive behaviors
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can be carried out both within and beyond the scope of an employee’s work role, employees may
have more opportunities to engage in proactive behavior than OCB (Bindl et al., 2012; Crant,
2000; Frese & Fay, 2001; Grant & Ashford, 2008).
Another distinguishing factor between proactive behavior and OCB is that proactive
behavior is always change and future-oriented (Crant, 2000). In comparison, OCB may be
focused on the present, such as when an employee demonstrates altruism by helping a struggling
coworker or displays sportsmanship behaviors by showing a willingness to tolerate less than
ideal circumstances, as long as doing so will benefit the organization for the time being (Organ,
1997; Podsakoff et al., 2009).
Forms of Proactive Behavior. Parker and Collins (2010) identified four higher-order
categories of proactive behavior. The first category is proactive person-environment (PE) fit
behavior, which is intended to improve the level of fit between an employee’s attributes and the
characteristics of the work environment (Ashford & Black, 1996; Parker & Collins, 2010).
Specific proactive PE fit behavior include job-change negotiation (negotiating changes in one’s
work role that align with one’s strengths and interests; Ashford & Black, 1996), job crafting
(introducing changes to one’s work to make it more engaging; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001),
feedback inquiry (proactively seeking performance and development feedback from others in the
workplace; Ashford & Black, 1996; Ashforth et al., 2007; Gruman et al., 2006) and feedback
monitoring (gleaning feedback through monitoring and scanning elements of the work
environment; Ashforth et al., 2007; Gruman et al., 2006). The second category of proactive
behavior is proactive work behavior, which is intended to improve functioning within the
internal work environment (Parker & Collins, 2010). Specific proactive work behaviors include
personal initiative (self-starting behavior intended to overcome barriers to goals; Frese & Fay,
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2001), taking charge (taking it upon oneself to improve work methods, processes, and
procedures; Morrison & Phelps, 1999), individual innovation (creating and implementing novel
ideas; Scott & Bruce, 1994), problem prevention (self-driven and anticipatory steps to prevent
recurring work issues; Parker & Collins, 2010), and voice (raising concerns about organizational
issues and making constructive suggestions for improving work processes and procedures; Van
Dyne & LePine, 1998).
The third category is proactive strategic behavior, which is intended to improve
organizational strategy and bring the organization in better alignment with the external
environment; Dutton & Ashford, 1993; Parker & Collins, 2010). Specific proactive strategic
behaviors include strategic scanning (actively observing the organization’s environment to
identify opportunities to improve its strategy and gain a competitive advantage; Parker &
Collins, 2010) and issue selling (proactively influencing strategy by informing others of trends
and developments; Dutton & Ashford, 1993). Finally, the fourth category is proactive career
behavior, which is intended to improve one’s personal career outcomes and prospects (Parker &
Collins, 2010; Strauss et al., 2012). Specific proactive career behavior include career initiative
(making active attempts to further one’s career and pursue new job opportunities; Seibert et al.,
2001), proactive skill development (seeking out opportunities to learn necessary skills for career
development; Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998), and proactive networking behavior (making new
professional and social contacts that will aid with job seeking and career pathing; Taber &
Blankemeyer, 2015).
Antecedents of Proactive Behavior
Individual Differences. There has been a substantial amount of research on the effects of
proactive personality on various forms of proactive behavior. Proactive personality is the
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tendency for an individual to engage in self-directed, future-focused action to bring about change
across multiple contexts and times (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Bindl & Parker, 2011). Given its
direct relevance to all forms of proactive behavior, studies have linked it to a host of these
behaviors including voice, taking charge, and problem prevention (e.g., Parker & Collins, 2010;
Thomas, et al., 2010), feedback monitoring, feedback inquiry, and job-change negotiation (e.g.,
Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003; Kim & Jie, 2008), and job crafting (e.g., Tims et al.,
2012).
Parker and Collins (2010) examined the connection between proactive behavior and
conscientiousness. The authors found that conscientiousness was positively related to feedback
monitoring and feedback inquiry, possibly because employees who are conscientious place more
value on fitting in well with the organization. Researchers have also established relationships
between employees’ views on change and their tendencies to engage in proactive behavior,
because proactivity requires a future-focused and change-oriented mindset (Crant, 2000). For
example, Parker and Collins (2010) found that consideration of future consequences was
positively linked to feedback monitoring, feedback inquiry, and job-change negotiation, taking
charge, individual innovation, voice, and problem prevention. In addition, researchers have
found that employees with a learning goal orientation (i.e., desire to master new skills and
concepts) engage in more feedback monitoring and inquiry than employees with a performance
goal orientation (i.e., desire to be perceived as competent; Parker & Collins, 2010; Tuckey et al.,
2002).
Other studies have examined relationships between certain knowledge and abilities and
proactive behavior. For example, Fay and Frese (2001) found that cognitive ability was
positively related to personal initiative. The authors explained these findings by noting that
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employees need to have a good and thorough understanding of what their work is to be able to
take initiative to address work-related issues. In addition, Ohly et al. (2006) demonstrated that
routinization was positively related to personal initiative. Routinization reflects the extent to
which employees can perform their work automatically (i.e., without conscious effort), due to
knowing their tasks inside and out. Thus, employees who are deeply knowledgeable about their
work may be able to readily identify opportunities for improvement (Ohly et al., 2006).
Job Design. Several studies have also examined relationships between aspects of job
design and proactive behavior. Most of this research has focused on job autonomy, job
complexity, and job control, largely because these aspects of job design can facilitate perceptions
of control and capability over one’s work (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006).
Such perceptions can motivate employees to be self-directed and confident in their abilities to
bring about improvement (Crant, 2000; Parker et al., 2010). Studies have found that job
autonomy, job control, and job complexity are all positively related to personal initiative (e.g.,
Frese et al.,1996; Hornung & Rousseau, 2007; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Moreover, Parker et
al. (2006) linked job autonomy to proactive idea generation and proactive problem solving, while
Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008) demonstrated that job control was positively related to voice.
Interactions with Leaders and Supervisors. Leaders’ and supervisors’ general styles
and specific behaviors can have both positive and negative implications for follower proactive
behavior (Cai et al., 2016). For example, studies have shown that transformational leadership is
positively related to proactive behaviors, including voice (Liu et al., 2010) and feedback inquiry
(Levy et al., 2002). Research has also demonstrated that empowering leadership is positively
related to proactive behaviors, including voice (Gao et al., 2011), feedback inquiry (Huang,
2012). Furthermore, ethical leadership has been shown to positively predict voice (Zhu et al.,

19

2015) because these leaders encourage followers to engage in behaviors that will benefit the
collective, not just themselves.
Moreover, abusive supervision has been shown to negatively predict voice, taking charge,
and problem prevention (Farh & Chen, 2014). When employees are abused by their leaders, they
may believe that proactive behaviors will be met with hostility or resentment and are therefore
not worth the risk (Cai et al., 2016; Farh & Chen, 2014). This suggests that leadership styles that
are inspiring, empowering, and supportive may spur proactive behavior, and styles that are
abusive may suppress it.
Furthermore, studies have shown that when leaders actively solicit followers’ suggestions
and feedback, they may respond by engaging in more voice (e.g., Tangirala & Ramanujam,
2012). Chen et al. (2016) found that leader support was positively related to employee innovative
behavior, and Wu and Parker (2017) demonstrated that supervisor support predicted voice,
taking charge, and problem prevention. Conversely, leaders’ arrogance and verbal aggression
have been shown to reduce feedback inquiry by making employees believe that feedback seeking
will be met with disdain and unlikely to yield dividends (Borden et al., 2018; Nifadkar et al.,
2012).
Interactions with Coworkers. Several studies have demonstrated that pleasant
interactions with coworkers are positively related to proactive behavior. These interactions make
employees feel supported and valued by others in the organization, and in turn more motivated to
go above and beyond to make improvements (Parker et al., 2010). For example, Parker et al.
(2006) found that social support from coworkers was positively related to proactive idea
generation and proactive problem solving. Tucker et al. (2008) demonstrated that when
coworkers provided support related to safety issues, employees voiced more opinions and ideas
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related to safety issues. Williams et al. (2010) found that when team members were respectful
and trusting, the team engaged in more collective proactive behavior. The authors proposed that
when there is mutual trust and respect within these relationships, employees may believe that it is
safe to take risks by implementing proactive ideas for change. By the same token, Brav et al.
(2009) found that team-level support was positively related to team proactive behavior.
Moreover, Liu et al. (2015) found that coworkers’ positive mood predicted voice directed
towards those coworkers. This was likely because their coworkers’ mood signaled that they
would be more open and supportive of their ideas.
In comparison, research suggests that unpleasant interactions with coworkers may
suppress proactive behavior. For example, Chen et al. (2011) found that team conflict was
negatively related to proactive behavior, and that this relationship was mediated by affective
organizational commitment. Various forms of workplace mistreatment may also reduce proactive
behavior. For example, Li et al. (2016) demonstrated that sexual harassment was negatively
related to proactive customer service performance. Wu et al. (2018) found that employees who
perceived that they were targets of negative workplace gossip engaged in less proactive behavior,
and that this relationship was mediated by emotional exhaustion. Finally, Zhu et al. (2017)
demonstrated that workplace ostracism was negatively related to proactive customer service
performance.
The Proactive Motivation Model
Parker et al. (2010) developed a theoretical model to explain the motivational processes
through which work contextual factors can influence proactive behavior. According to Parker et
al. (2010), proactive behavior is a goal-driven process. The first step of proactive behavior is
proactive goal generation, which is when people identify desired future states for improving
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themselves or the organization and develop strategies for reaching those states (Parker et al.,
2010). For example, an employee may identify an opportunity to improve job or organizational
fit by learning more about his or her role. Another employee may identify an opportunity to
improve organizational functioning by fixing a work process that is outdated (Bindl et al., 2012;
Parker et al., 2010). Afterwards, those employees engage in specific proactive behaviors that
could help them attain their proactive goals. For example, the employee who wants to achieve
better fit may seek out performance or developmental feedback in order to improve his or her
skillset, while the employee who wants to improve the work process may voice his or her
concerns about the current process during a team meeting, and make a suggestion for how it can
be enhanced (Ashford & Black, 1996; Mowbray et al., 2015; Parker et al., 2010) Once the
proactive goal has been generated, employees engage in proactive goal striving by enacting their
proactive behavior, evaluating their goal progress, and determining how to best move forward
(Parker et al., 2010).
Proactive Motivation States
Parker et al. (2010) proposed that there are three primary forms of proactive motivation
that can drive proactive goal generation and striving: “reason-to,” “can-do,” and “energized-to”
motivation. Reason-to motivation reflects the reasons why employees decide to set proactive
goals and persist in their efforts. Can-do motivation reflects employees’ belief that their
proactive efforts will be successful and yield the intended outcomes. Finally, energized-to
motivation reflects the positive affective states that can energize employees to take proactive
action (Parker et al., 2010).
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Reason-To Proactive Motivation
Research suggests that employees have more reason to be proactive when the proactive
goal is personally meaningful, or the person finds the behavior itself to be enjoyable (Hirschi et
al., 2013; Parker et al., 2010). In these situations, the person has more internal drive to be
proactive (Parker et al., 2010; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Reason-to motivation is particularly
important because proactive behaviors are self-driven. When goals are prescribed by others or
dictated by the work situation, employees need to pursue them because they are expected to
(Locke & Latham, 1990; Ryan & Deci, 2000). However, since proactive goals are discretionary,
employees often need a personal reason for generating them and carrying them out (Parker et al.,
2010; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Researchers have found empirical support for the Parker et al. (2010) concept of reasonto proactive motivation. For example, studies have shown that employees with a felt
responsibility for constructive change tend to engage in more feedback inquiry (e.g., Parker &
Collins, 2010) and voice (e.g., Parker & Collins, 2010). In addition, employees with a flexible
role orientation (i.e., desire to go above and beyond prescribed duties) tend to engage in more
proactive idea generation and problem solving (Parker et al., 2006). Moreover, there is evidence
that employees with higher affective organizational commitment (i.e., emotional attachment to
the organization) may engage in more proactive service performance (Rank et al., 2007) and
proactive behavior directed at improving organizational functioning (Griffin et al., 2007).
Finally, employees who exhibit high organizational identification (identification with the
organization’s goals and values) may engage in more voice (Liu et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2015)
and individual innovation (Lin & Leung, 2014).
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Can-Do Proactive Motivation
Can-do motivation refers to an employee’s confidence that he or she can successfully
enact a proactive behavior that will lead to a positive outcome (Parker et al., 2010). This is
necessary because proactive behavior is often a risky endeavor. For example, feedback inquiry
can be risky because they can signal to others that the employee is not currently prepared for the
demands of the role. Further, the employee may be viewed as incompetent or unqualified if he or
she asked a supervisor questions that he or she should already know the answer to (Anseel, et al.,
2015; Ashford & Black, 1996). In addition, voice can also be risky because employees may
“rock the boat” when they introduce organizational change (Crant, 2000). Furthermore,
whenever a proactive behavior requires the employee to go beyond the scope of his or her job
duties, there is a risk of failure due to the employee’s lack of familiarity (Bindl & Parker, 2011).
Can-do motivation provides employees with the necessary assurance that the risks associated
with proactive behavior can be overcome, and are worth taking (Parker et al., 2010).
Thus far, researchers have primarily focused on four can-do proactive motivation states
in empirical studies: role-breadth self-efficacy, perceived costs, psychological safety, and control
appraisal. Role-breadth self-efficacy (RBSE) refers to one’s confidence in his or her abilities to
carry out tasks beyond the scope of his or her prescribed role, which is often necessary for
proactive behavior (Parker, 1998). Studies have shown that RSBE is positively related to voice
(Parker et al., 2006), personal initiative (Ohly & Fritz, 2007), and taking charge (Parker et al.,
2006). Perceived costs refer to how costly the employee views the proactive behavior to be,
based on the inherent risks as outlined above (e.g., backlash, frustration, and perceived
incompetence; Parker et al., 2010). Researchers have found a negative relationship between
perceived costs and individual innovation (Yuan & Woodman, 2010) and issue selling, a form of
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proactive strategic behavior (Ashford et al., 1998). Psychological safety refers to the shared
perception among employees that it is safe to take interpersonal risks within the team or
organization (Edmonson, 1999). Psychological safety may spur proactive behavior by allaying
some of the perceived social costs (Cai et al., 2016; Parker et al., 2010). Researchers have
demonstrated that psychological safety is positively related to general proactive behavior (Li et
al., 2014) and voice (Detert & Burris, 2007; Walumba & Schaubroeck, 2009).
Finally, control appraisal refers to a person’s beliefs that he or she can control the
situation and that his or her actions will have a meaningful impact on outcomes (Frese & Fay,
2001; Parker et al., 2006). Employees with a stronger control appraisal tend to be more
motivated to engage in proactive behavior because they are likely to believe that their efforts will
be well-received and yield positive outcomes for themselves and the organization (Bindl &
Parker, 2010; Crant, 2000; Parker et al., 2010). Thus far, researchers have shown that control
appraisal is positively related to personal initiative (Frese & Fay, 2001; Frese et al., 2007), and
proactive idea generation and proactive problem solving (Parker et al., 2006).
Energized-To Motivation
Energized-to motivation refers to how positive affect can spur proactive behavior through
its facilitative effects on proactive goal generation and striving (Bindl et al., 2012; Parker et al.,
2010). For example, positive affect can broaden motivational and cognitive processes, driving
people to set more challenging and expansive goals (Bindl et al., 2012; Ilies & Judge, 2005).
This can spur the generation of proactive goals to improve oneself or the organization. In
addition, positive affect can promote a long-term focus, which is necessary for generating
proactive goals which are inherently future-oriented (Foo et al., 2009; Parker et al., 2010).
Furthermore, research suggests that positive affect can facilitate proactive goal striving by
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providing employees with the necessary energy and positivity to embrace their proactive goals
and sustain their proactive efforts (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Fay & Sonnentag, 2012). Moreover,
high-arousal positive affective states (e.g., excitement, elation) may have a particularly
significant impact on proactive goal striving due to their associated level of energy (Bindle &
Parker, 2011; Parker et al., 2010).
The energized-to motivational pathway outlined by Parker et al. (2010) has received a
wealth of empirical support. For example, studies have shown that positive affect is positively
related to personal initiative (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007; Fay & Sonnentag, 2012), taking
charge (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009; Parker et al., 2008), strategic scanning (Parker et al., 2008),
and voice (Lam et al., 2013).
Hypothesis Development
Feedback Inquiry and Voice
The current work focuses on two specific proactive behaviors outlined above: feedback
inquiry, a proactive PE fit behavior, and voice, a proactive work behavior. Both feedback inquiry
and voice are rooted in interpersonal interaction, making them quite relevant to research on
coworker ostracism. As mentioned previously, feedback inquiry occurs when employees actively
approach their coworkers, supervisors, and other colleagues to gather feedback that may aid their
performance and development (Ashford & Black, 1996). Feedback inquiry carries considerable
benefits for both the employee and the organization. For example, research has linked feedback
inquiry to improved clarity about one’s role and responsibilities, learning, mastery of one’s tasks,
and greater job satisfaction, job performance, organizational commitment and identification, and
intention to stay (e.g., Ashforth et al., 2007; Crommelinck & Anseel, 2015; Gruman et al., 2006).
When employees are ignored or excluded by their coworkers, they are unlikely to perceive that
26

those coworkers have their best interests at heart (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2013). As a
result, they may have less desire to seek out their feedback and limited confidence that if they do,
it will be beneficial (Parker et al., 2006; 2010). Moreover, research suggests that feedback
inquiry may also have a higher base rate than other forms of proactive PE fit behavior such as
job-change negotiation and job crafting. Unlike negotiating changes in one’s job requirements or
tasks, seeking feedback from others is something more employees can do on a daily basis
(Ashford & Black, 1996, Parker & Collins, 2010). Furthermore, feedback inquiry often involves
greater proactivity than feedback monitoring because scanning the environment is a somewhat
more passive process than actively seeking out feedback from others (Parker & Collins, 2010).
Voice occurs when employees point out issues surrounding work practices and processes
and suggest opportunities to improve them (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Employees who engage
in voice can improve their organizations by challenging the status quo and making
recommendations for improving standard work processes. In addition, voice often entails raising
ideas and suggestions even when others disagree, which can facilitate collaborative discussions
about how the organization can change and improve (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Parker &
Collins, 2010). Research has linked voice to many positive organizational outcomes, including
work engagement, job satisfaction, job performance, and organizational performance (Burris,
2012; Kim et al., 2010; Rees et al., 2013; Whiting et al., 2008). Just like feedback inquiry, voice
is another proactive behavior with a strong emphasis on interpersonal interaction. Employees
who engage in voice usually raise their ideas during meetings and day-to-day interactions with
coworkers and other colleagues (Parker & Collins, 2010; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). When they
are ignored or overlooked by their coworkers, they may again have less desire and confidence to
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put themselves out there by voicing these ideas (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2013).This is
discussed in greater detail in the subsequent section.
One reason why this study focuses on voice rather than other forms of proactive work
behavior is because organizations are increasingly recognizing the importance of having all
employees share their opinions and perspectives and participate actively during meetings
(Bashshur & Oc, 2015). In addition, when employees engage in voice they are modeling their
proactivity for others so that they may follow suit (Bashshur & Oc, 2015; Van Dyne & LePine,
1998). Furthermore, voice may have a higher base rate among full-time employees than taking
charge and individual innovation. Employees are likely to have many opportunities to voice their
ideas and suggestions about how to improve work processes and procedures, whether it be
during team meetings, one-on-one meetings with coworkers and supervisors, or general work
conversations with their colleagues (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Comparatively, employees may
engage in taking charge and individual innovation less frequently because employees may not
have ample opportunities to actively shape work procedures (i.e. take charge), or to implement
novel ideas (i.e. individual innovation) if their work roles do not call for such creativity.
In line with Parker and colleagues’ (2010) proactive motivation model, the negative
relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice may be explained by
reason-to, can-do, and energized-to proactive motivation states. This study examines
organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect as reason-to, can-do, and
energize-to motivation states, respectively.
Reason-To Proactive Motivation: Organizational Identification
Organizational identification is the extent to which an employee defines himself or
herself by the same characteristics that define the organization, and views organizational
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membership as an important part of his or her self-concept (Lee et al., 2015; Mael & Ashforth,
1992). Employees who identify strongly with the organization view the organization as an
extension of themselves. Such employees internalize the organization’s goals, values, and norms
because they view them as self-defining (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Moreover, employees with
strong organizational identification tend to think, feel, and behave in ways that are consistent
with the organization’s goals and expectations (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Van Knippenberg,
2000).
Coworker Ostracism and Organizational Identification
Coworker ostracism may negatively affect organizational identification for three primary
reasons. Firstly, when employees are ostracized by their coworkers, it may signal that they do not
belong within the group and may have no place within the team and/or organization (Gkorezis et
al., 2016; Zadro et al., 2004). When employees feel this way about their standing within the
organization, they are unlikely to believe that the organization or the organization’s members
share their own goals and values. In turn, they may not view organizational membership as an
important aspect of their identity (Gkorezis et al., 2016). Secondly, when employees are
ostracized, they may believe that there is something inherently wrong with them, which can
make them may feel devalued. Such employees may believe that they are not allowed to display
their true selves in front of their coworkers and therefore are unlikely to view the organization as
an extension of their identity (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Tajfel, 1979). Finally, when employees
are continuously ostracized they might withdraw psychologically from the organization (Wu et
al., 2016; Zheng et al., 2016).
Hypothesis 1: Coworker ostracism will be negatively related to organizational
identification.
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Organizational Identification, Feedback Inquiry, and Voice
Employees with strong organizational identification are more likely to engage in
proactive behavior because of their internalization of the organization’s values, interests, and
goals (Parker et al., 2010). As mentioned above, such employees tend to behave in ways that are
consistent with the organization’s expectations and goals (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) and a strong
desire to go above and beyond to improve the organization and further its interests and goals
(Van Knippenberg et al., 2000).
Employees who identify strongly with the organization should have more reason to
engage in feedback inquiry because doing so can help them further the organization’s goals and
therefore reinforce an important part of their self-concept (Lee et al., 2015; Tajfel, 1979).
Meanwhile, voice allows employees to have a more direct influence on the organization’s goals
by making suggestions to address issues that threaten organizational success or that enhance
processes and procedures (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Thus, employees
who identify strongly with the organization might have greater reason to engage in voice so that
they can help the organization overcome issues, improve internal functioning, and succeed (Liu
et al., 2010; Tajfel, 1979).
Hypothesis 2: Organizational identification will be positively related to (a) feedback
inquiry and (b) voice.
The Mediating Role of Organizational Identification
According to Parker et al. (2010), contextual factors can influence proactive behaviors
through their impact on reason-to proactive motivation states, such as organizational
identification. In the current study, coworker ostracism might reduce feedback inquiry and voice
through its effects on organizational identification. As described previously, coworker ostracism
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may weaken organizational identification by causing employees to believe they have no place
within the organization, feel devalued, and withdraw psychologically from the organization.
Subsequently, employees with a lower organizational identification might decrease feedback
inquiry because they have less desire to improve their performance and contribute more to the
organization, as well as reduced desire to seek feedback from coworkers who have excluded
them (Robinson et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2016). In addition, employees with lower organizational
identification may engage in less voice due to limited desire to improve their organization’s
processes and procedures, and reduced interest in discussing their ideas with their exclusionary
coworkers (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Robinson et al., 2013). Taken together, organizational
identification might mediate the relationships between workplace ostracism and feedback inquiry
and voice.
This proposed mediation is consistent with Gkorezis et al. (2016), who found that nurses
who were ostracized reported lower organizational identification, and in turn were more silent
towards patient safety. Given these findings, it is likely that organizational identification may
also mediate the relationships between coworker ostracism and proactive behaviors such as
feedback inquiry and voice.
Hypothesis 3: Organizational identification will mediate the relationships between
coworker ostracism and (a) feedback inquiry and (b) voice.
Can-Do Proactive Motivation: Control Appraisal
Coworker Ostracism and Control Appraisal
Control appraisal is the perception that one has control over the situation and that his or
her actions have a direct impact on outcomes (Frese et al., 2001). People have an innate need to
feel that they have a sense of control of their current and future life situations (Baruch et al.,
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2004). When people feel powerless to change their situations or overcome adverse
circumstances, psychological well-being tends to suffer (Seligman, 1972; Theorell, 2003). When
employees are ostracized by their coworkers, they may feel that their actions will go unnoticed
and have little impact (Zadro et al., 2004). For example, if they notice that their coworkers are
consistently not acknowledging their work on projects or comments during meetings, they may
believe that their contributions will never be recognized or put into action (Robinson et al.,
2013). This can promote feelings of alienation and helplessness that threaten their sense of
control over the work environment (Gerber & Wheeler, 2009). Studies have also shown that
when employees are continually ostracized, they may feel powerless to bring an end to the
mistreatment, which can have a long-term impact their sense of control (Cole & Walker, 2011;
Ferris et al., 2008). Further, when employees are ostracized, they tend to lose access to important
resources, information, and social support because these benefits are largely derived from
employees’ social networks. Employees may struggle to build rich social networks when they are
frequently ignored, excluded, or overlooked by their colleagues (Al-Atwi, 2017; Robinson et al.,
2013). Because employees often need resources, information, and social support to complete
their tasks and navigate the work environment, losing access can further threaten their sense of
control at work.
Hypothesis 4: Coworker ostracism will be negatively related to control appraisal.
Control Appraisal, Feedback Inquiry, and Voice
A strong control appraisal represents high can-do proactive motivation because it can
increase one’s perception that his or her behaviors will have a meaningful impact on work
outcomes (Parker et al., 2010). This can provide confidence that his or her proactive efforts will
yield dividends and are therefore worth the inherent risks (e.g., backlash and frustration from
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others; Bindl & Parker, 2011). For example, both feedback inquiry and voice carry inherent
social costs. When employees ask their coworkers for feedback about their performance or their
areas for improvement, they risk coming across as incompetent, unprepared, and lacking selfawareness (Anseel et al., 2015). In addition, when employees take time during meetings to voice
their concerns about issues or introduce ideas for change, they face backlash and frustration from
coworkers who want to maintain the status quo (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). When employees
have strong control appraisal, they should believe that these risks are worth taking because their
efforts will yield positive outcomes (e.g., performance or developmental gains for feedback
inquiry and acceptance of one’s ideas for voice), and thus be more likely to engage in them.
Hypothesis 5: Control appraisal will be positively related to (a) feedback inquiry and (b)
voice.
The Mediating Role of Control Appraisal
In line with the proactive motivation model, reduced control appraisal could serve as one
of the processes through which coworker ostracism can affect feedback inquiry and voice. As
described above, coworker ostracism might reduce control appraisal by making employees feel
powerless and reducing their access to important resources, information, and social support
(Ferris et al., 2008; Parker et al., 2013). In turn, employees might have reduced can-do proactive
motivation to engage in feedback inquiry and voice. Taken together, control appraisal might
mediate the relationships between workplace ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice.
Parker et al. (2006) found that control appraisal mediated the relationships between
supervisor support and proactive problem solving and proactive idea generation. In their study,
when employees felt supported by their supervisors, they felt more control over their work
situations and in turn engaged in these two proactive behaviors more frequently. This is quite
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relevant to the current focus, because workplace ostracism may signal to employees that they are
not supported by other organizational members (Howard et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2013).
Given these similarities, control appraisal should be a fruitful mediator to examine in the current
study.
Hypothesis 6: Control appraisal will mediate the relationships between coworker
ostracism and (a) feedback inquiry and (b) voice.
Energized-To Motivation: Positive Affect
Coworker Ostracism and Positive Affect
The focus of energized-to proactive motivation has been almost solely on positive affect
(Bindl et al., 2012; Parker et al., 2010). Research suggests that workplace ostracism may reduce
one’s level of positive affect. As mentioned previously, because coworker ostracism can make
people feel rejected and devalued, they are more likely to experience less positive affect (Gerber
& Wheeler, 2009; Robinson et al., 2013). Moreover, when employees are ostracized, they may
experience a state of emotional numbness that can dampen their affective reactions to subsequent
events (Baumeister, 2005; DeWall & Baumeister, 2006). As a result, they may have fewer
affective experiences including positive affect (Blackhart et al., 2009).
Hypothesis 7: Coworker ostracism will be negatively related to positive affect.
Positive Affect, Feedback Inquiry, and Voice
As described previously, positive affect can broaden motivational and cognitive
processes and promote a long-term focus, each of which can drive employees to generate
proactive goals to improve themselves and their organizations (Bindl et al., 2012; Bindl &
Parker, 2011; Parker et al., 2010). Employees experiencing high positive affect may think about
long-term ways to improve their performance and further their development and seek out the
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type of feedback that will propel them forward (Ashford & Black, 1996; Bindl et al., 2012).
These employees may also find it easier to brainstorm ways to improve organizational processes
and procedures, and identify opportunities to voice those ideas (Bindl et al., 2012; Van Dyne &
LePine, 1998). In addition, pleasant moods and emotions (e.g., joy, elatedness, excitement) can
provide employees with necessary positivity and energy to strive towards proactive goals and
sustain their proactive effort (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Fay & Sonnentag, 2012). Thus, employees
experiencing high positive affect may be more likely to capitalize on their opportunities for
obtaining feedback and voicing their ideas (Bindl et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 8: Positive affect will be positively related to (a) feedback inquiry and (b)
voice.
The Mediating Role of Positive Affect
In line with the proactive motivation model, reduced positive affect could be another
psychological process through which coworker ostracism can affect feedback inquiry and voice.
As described above, coworker ostracism might decrease one’s experiences of positive affect by
inflicting social pain and inducing emotional numbness (Baumeister, 2005; Gerber & Wheeler,
2009). As a result, these employees might have reduced motivation to engage in feedback
inquiry and voice. Taken together, positive affect might mediate the relationships between
coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice.
Previous studies have demonstrated similar mediated relationships. For example, Fritz
and Sonnentag (2009) found that positive affect mediated the relationships between job stressors
(job tension and situational constraints) and taking charge on a daily basis. The authors proposed
that these stressors reduced these affective experiences, which in turn decreased employees’
motivation to be proactive day in and day out (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009). Coworker ostracism is
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another stressful experience that could have a similar negative impact on positive affect (Gerber
& Wheeler, 2009) that can further translate into lower levels of proactive behaviors such as
feedback inquiry and voice. Overall, there is both theoretical support and empirical evidence that
positive affect might mediate the relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry
and voice.
Hypothesis 9: Positive affect will mediate the relationships between coworker ostracism
and (a) feedback inquiry and (b) voice.
Moderators of the Relationships Between Coworker Ostracism and Proactive Motivation
States
Parker et al. (2010) highlight the importance of moderators that can influence the
relationships between work contextual factors and reason-to, can-do, and energized-to proactive
motivation. By exploring these moderators, we can better understand the conditions under which
individuals are more or less likely to be motivated to engage in proactive behaviors, such as
feedback inquiry and voice. Researchers have also called for studies to examine both individual
differences and aspects of the work context that can moderate the effects of workplace ostracism
on behavioral outcomes (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2011), especially
those that employees and organizations can change (e.g., malleable traits, work resources). By
doing so, we can shed light on potential strategies employees and organizations can use to
mitigate the effects of coworker ostracism on proactive behaviors through proactive motivation
states (Cai et al., 2016; Parker et al., 2010; Robinson et al., 2013).
The current study addresses these research needs by examining whether political skill (a
malleable characteristic) and perceived organizational support (a perception that organizations
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can promote) can moderate the relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry
and voice through organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect.
The Moderating Role of Political Skill
Political skill is defined as the “ability to effectively understand others at work, and to use
such knowledge to influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s personal and/or
organizational objectives” (Ferris et al., 2005, p. 127). Research suggests that political skill is
somewhat malleable and can be developed over time through training, coaching and mentoring,
and observational learning (Blass & Ferris, 2002; Ferris et al., 2007).
Political skill has four dimensions: apparent sincerity, social astuteness, interpersonal
influence, and networking ability (Ferris et al., 2007). Apparent sincerity reflects an individual’s
tendency to come across as authentic and genuine in social interactions. This can help the person
gain others’ trust. Social astuteness reflects an individual’s ability to understand others’
motivations and accurately gauge their intentions. This skill can help the person better
understand how he or she can shape the social situation through his or her actions. Interpersonal
influence reflects an individual’s ability to expertly adapt his or her behavior to adjust to
changing situations. This can help the person appeal to others’ changing needs and desires in
order to gain their favor. Finally, networking ability refers to how an individual can develop an
expansive and diverse network of relationships by currying favor with colleagues and using
political savvy to build strong work connections (Ferris et al., 2005, 2007; Liu et al., 2007).
Notably, some research suggests that employees high in political skill may experience
less interpersonal mistreatment due to their relationship-building and influence skills, as well as
their general ability to successfully navigate the work environment (e.g., Cullen & Liu, 2014; Liu
et al., 2014). For example, Liu et al. (2014) found that political skill was negatively related to
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workplace ostracism because it allowed employees to build stronger workplace friendships. In
addition, Cullen and Liu (2014) found that employees higher in political skill experienced less
workplace interpersonal mistreatment, partially because of their heightened popularity. As such,
political skill could be explored as a negative predictor of coworker ostracism, rather than as a
moderator.
In the current study political skill is examined as a moderator rather than a predictor
because the focus is not on how people can evade ostracism, but how they can more effectively
navigate and cope with these negative experiences when they occur. Many studies have focused
on how political skill can serve as a buffer against the negative impacts of workplace
mistreatment. For example, Wu et al. (2012) found that employees high in political skill
experienced less psychological distress after being ostracized because they could successfully
counter that ostracism by ingratiating others and currying favor. Similarly, Karatepe et al. (2019)
found that political skill buffered the negative relationship between both supervisor and
coworker incivility on emotional exhaustion.
The current work expands this focus by examining how political skill might buffer the
effects of coworker ostracism on organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive
affect, as well as the indirect effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice via
these proactive motivation states. Political skill might moderate the effects of coworker
ostracism on organizational identification. As described previously, coworker ostracism might
negatively impact organizational identification because it can make them feel that they have no
place within the organization (Gkorezis et al., 2016). However, employees high in political skill
can easily reestablish themselves and their place within the organization even after being
ostracized by their coworkers. Specifically, they can utilize their social astuteness to modify their
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behavior after experiencing ostracism to preserve work relationships with their perpetrators.
They can also leverage their sincerity and networking abilities to further strengthen these
relationships or to develop new relationships, so they can further establish their standing within
the organization (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bing et al., 2011). In comparison, employees low
in political skill may struggle to navigate the aftermath of ostracism, fail to reestablish these
work relationships, and feel less connected to the organization (Ferris et al., 2007; Munyon et al.,
2015).
Hypothesis 10: Political skill will moderate the negative relationship between coworker
ostracism and organizational identification such that the relationship will be weaker for those
with higher levels of political skill.
Political skill should also attenuate the effect of coworker ostracism on control appraisal.
As described previously, one of the reasons why coworker ostracism may reduce one’s control
appraisal is because feeling rejected and alienated can make employees feel powerless and
threaten their need for control (Ferris et al., 2008). However, studies have shown then even in
stressful moments, employees high in political skill often remain confident in their abilities to
control the situation due to their influence and adaptability (Munyon et al., 2015; Perrewé et al.,
2004; Zellars et al., 2008). Even when these employees are ostracized by their coworkers, they
may still feel in control and that their actions can make an impact. In comparison, employees
with low political skill may feel less confident in their abilities to overcome their mistreatment,
and their sense of control may suffer.
As mentioned above, another avenue through which coworker ostracism may reduce
control appraisal is by restricting employees’ access to important resources, information, and
social support (Al-Atwi, 2017). Employees high in political skill are well-equipped to deal with
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this setback because they can leverage their strong networking and trust-building skills to
develop new work relationships and expand their network (Ferris et al., 2007). They can then use
their expanded social network to gather the resources, information, and support they need to
accomplish their work and regain their sense of control over the work environment. In
comparison, employees low in political skill may lack the necessary influence and networking
abilities to build new work relationships and recoup the resources, information, and support they
may have lost due to coworker ostracism (Wu et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 11: Political skill will moderate the negative relationship between coworker
ostracism and control appraisal such that the relationship will be weaker for those with higher
levels of political skill.
Finally, political skill should attenuate the effects of coworker ostracism on positive
affect. Employees high in political skill can better cope with work stressors, such as coworker
ostracism, so that their effects on affect are attenuated (Meurs et al., 2010; Perrewé et al., 2000).
Moreover, given their social astuteness and interpersonal influence, employees high in political
skill may feel confident that they can effectively respond to ostracism by adapting their behavior
and currying favor with their perpetrators (Meurs et al., 2010; Perrewé et al., 2004). By doing so,
they can limit their experience of social pain, thereby reducing the negative impact on affect;
Blackhart et al., 2009; Perrewé et al., 2000). Employees low in political skill may not have this
confidence or ability. Rather than addressing their ostracism directly, these employees may
respond by brooding and ruminating, which may reduce their experiences of positive affect
(Harvey et al., 2007).
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Hypothesis 12: Political skill will moderate the negative relationship between coworker
ostracism and positive affect such that the relationship will be weaker for those with higher
levels of political skill.
The Moderating Role of Perceived Organizational Support
Perceived organizational support (POS) refers to employees’ beliefs that the organization
values their contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002). According to Eisenberger et al. (1986), organizations can signal to
employees that they are valued by providing both psychological support (e.g., interactional
justice, coworker and supervisor emotional support) and tangible support (e.g., pay, promotions,
job security, mentorship). POS stems from employees’ tendencies to assign humanlike
characteristics to their organizations. That is, employees start to attribute supportive actions of
organizational agents (e.g., supervisor who provides a raise, coworker who offers to assist with a
task) to the organization itself, rather than just the agents (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Levinson,
1965). When these agents provide support, employees may in turn develop perceptions that the
organization values and cares about them (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002).
POS might moderate the effects of coworker ostracism on organizational identification.
Employees with high POS may not believe that their experiences of ostracism are reflective of
how the organization values them (Chung, 2017; Eisenberger et al., 1986). Rather, these
employees may believe that their perpetrators are rare troublemakers within an overall supportive
organization, or that these acts of ostracism are just rare examples of bad behavior rather than
true reflections of how the person treats them (Levinson, 1965; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002;
Shoss et al., 2013). If these employees do not attribute these acts of ostracism to the organization

41

itself, then their identification with the organization and its goals and values may not decrease
(Mael & Ashforth, 1992). This is consistent with findings in Chung (2017) that POS buffered the
negative effect of workplace ostracism on person-organization fit.
Hypothesis 13: POS will moderate the negative relationship between coworker ostracism
and organizational identification such that the relationship will be weaker for those with higher
levels of POS.
POS might also moderate the effect of coworker ostracism on control appraisal.
Coworker ostracism may affect one’s control appraisal by reducing his or her access to important
resources, information, and social support. However, an important aspect of POS is the belief
that the organization has and will continue to provide instrumental support, whether it come in
the form of resources (e.g., task-relevant materials, job security), information (e.g., job-relevant
data and insights), or opportunities for beneficial relationships (e.g., mentors, career sponsors;
Eisenberger et al., 1986). Thus, when employees are ostracized and lose access to certain
resources, information, and social support, those with higher POS are more likely to regain or
build new ones. As a result, they might be less affected by this experience as compared to those
with lower POS.
Hypothesis 14: POS will moderate the negative relationship between coworker ostracism
and control appraisal such that the relationship will be weaker for those with higher levels of
POS.
Finally, POS might moderate the effect of coworker ostracism on positive affect because
it can help employees cope with these stressful experiences. Studies have shown that POS can
buffer the aforementioned harmful effects of work stressors on affect and well-being by serving
as a source of emotional support. When employees perceive that the organization values and
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cares about them, they may believe that important organizational agents (e.g., senior
management, direct supervisors) will continue to offer compassion, encouragement, and warmth
(Armeli et al., 1998; Eisenberger et al., 1986). These forms of emotional support can help
employees deal with these stressors when they arise (Richardson et al., 2008). Such findings are
consistent with broader research on how social support can buffer the effects of work stressors
on psychological strain (e.g., Frese, 1999; Viswesvaran et al., 1999) and affective well-being
(Jenkins & Elliot, 2004). When employees can more effectively cope with coworker ostracism,
they can circumvent much of its inherent social pain, thereby mitigating its effects on positive
affect (Blackhart et al., 2009; Ferris et al., 2008; Williams, 2007).
Hypothesis 15: POS will moderate the negative relationship between coworker ostracism
and positive affect such that the relationship will be weaker for those with higher levels of POS.
Because political skill and POS are hypothesized to moderate the relationships between
coworker ostracism and organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect (the
first links in the mediation models), they are also hypothesized to moderate the mediated
relationships of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice via those proactive
motivation states. In other words, political skill and POS might buffer the proposed negative,
indirect effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice by reducing the impact of
coworker ostracism on organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect. Thus:
Hypothesis 16: Political skill will moderate the indirect effect of coworker ostracism on
feedback inquiry via (a) organizational identification, (b) control appraisal, and (c) positive
affect, such that the indirect effect will be weaker for those with higher levels of political skill.
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Hypothesis 17: Political skill will moderate the indirect effect of coworker ostracism on
voice via (a) organizational identification, (b) control appraisal, and (c) positive affect, such that
the indirect effect will be weaker for those with higher levels of political skill.
Hypothesis 18: POS will moderate the indirect effect of coworker ostracism on feedback
inquiry via (a) organizational identification, (b) control appraisal, and (c) positive affect, such
that the indirect effect will be weaker for those with higher levels of POS.
Hypothesis 19: POS will moderate the indirect effect of coworker ostracism on voice via
(a) organizational identification, (b) control appraisal, and (c) positive affect, such that the
indirect effect will be weaker for those with higher levels of POS.
Method
Procedure
A two-wave lagged design was used to collect data with measurements separated by two
months. Time 1 data were was collected in September of 2020 while time 2 data were collected
in November of 2020. This time interval is consistent with prior studies on how occupational
stressors manifest over time (e.g., Ford et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2012). Coworker ostracism,
organizational identification, control appraisal, political skill, and POS were measured at time 1.
Feedback inquiry and voice were measured at time 2. Measurement separation, particularly of
the independent and dependent variables, was critical because all variables were measured with
self-report questionnaires and therefore may be subject to common method variance (CMV;
Podsakoff et al., 2003). By adding a time lag, this potential threat of CMV may be reduced,
thereby limiting potential confounds and alternative explanations for my findings.
Participants were recruited through TurkPrime, a research platform that integrates with
Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mturk), a crowdsourcing platform through which working adults can
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sign up for surveys. TurkPrime allows researchers (Requesters) to easily recruit a large number
of working adults (Workers) in a relatively short period. Requesters can also filter participants
based on relevant inclusion criteria to enhance the likelihood that the results will generalize to
the population of interest. Compared to convenience samples such as undergraduate students,
snowball samples, and employees within the same organization, TurkPrime provides more
opportunities to recruit participants with both occupational and demographic diversity, thereby
bolstering external validity (Landers & Behrend, 2015). Furthermore, studies have shown that
TurkPrime workers are often more honest when reporting unpleasant experiences, because it is
an anonymous platform (Cheung et al., 2017). This was particularly important for the current
study so that participants would honestly report their experiences of coworker ostracism.
Moreover, TurkPrime makes it easy for requesters to follow-up with participants who took a
previous survey, making it an ideal platform for studies with lagged designs (Litman et al.,
2017). Once workers take an initial survey, requesters have their Mturk IDs and email addresses,
which they can use to contact those workers. They can also restrict eligibility so that only those
workers who completed time 1 survey can access the follow-up survey.
Power Analysis
A priori power analyses were conducted using G*Power to identity the number of
participants needed with estimated effects for the mediation and moderation hypotheses. In
G*Power, six tested predictors were entered to account for one direct effect, three indirect
effects, and two interaction terms. Based on prior research, the residual variance for the full
model was estimated to be .55 and the variance explained by the special effect was estimated as
.025 (e.g., Mahfooz et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2017). The special effect in this case was one of
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the indirect effects, which represent the smallest estimated effect sizes. With α = .05 and a
desired power of 80, a sample size of 257 would be required.
Attrition was expected due to the two-month time lag and lack of connection to the
research participants beyond email. Research suggests that researchers who use TurkPrime for
this type of design should expect approximately 40-50% attrition to account for participants not
completing the time 2 survey or having unusable data that cannot be used in final analyses (e.g.,
those who fail attention checks; Litman et al., 2017; Stoycheff, 2016). To account for these
factors and ensure that there would be sufficient power, 500 participants were recruited to take
part in the initial survey.
Eligibility Criteria
To be eligible for the study, participants needed to be 18-65 years of age, be able to read
English, live in the United States, work full-time, not work from home more than two days per
week, and have frequent face-to-face interactions with their coworkers. These last two criteria
were important because employees who primarily work from home or do not work alongside
their coworkers may have few in-person social interaction with their coworkers and therefore
may not experience the same types of coworker ostracism (Howard et al., 2019).
In addition, participants needed to have a 97% approval rate or higher on previous HITs.
Studies have shown that screening for approval rate tends to increase data quality and reduce
inattentive responding, with 97% being a common threshold (e.g., Hunt & Scheetz, 2019).
Finally, I excluded participants who had repeat IP addresses and/or latitude-longitude
coordinates. This has been shown to be a good tactic for mitigating repeat responders and
ensuring that all participants were in fact distinctive (Cheung et al., 2017). TurkPrime also
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allows for requesters to restrict eligibility for a follow-up survey only to workers who completed
an initial survey.
Time 1 Data Collection
I posted a human intelligence task (HIT) in TurkPrime for participants to take the study.
Only workers who meet the eligibility criteria that TurkPrime can automatically screen out for
(live in the U.S., 97% approval rate on previous HITs) were able to view the HIT, in which
workers read a brief description of the study purpose and procedures. Specifically, the
description indicated that the study focuses on how “negative social interactions at work
influence work motivation and behavior.” The HIT description also indicated that the study was
comprised of two surveys, and that they would be contacted two months after completing the
first survey to complete the second survey. The HIT description provided information on the
study’s eligibility criteria. Workers who were still interested clicked on a link to complete the
first study survey in Qualtrics.
The landing page for the Qualtrics survey repeated the study description. The next page
presented questions relevant to the study’s inclusion criteria. This served as another protective
measure that they were eligible to participate. Specifically, they were asked if they are 18 -65,
live in the U.S., work full-time, can read English, worked at home no more than two days per
week on average, and have frequent face-to-face interactions with coworkers. Participants who
failed an inclusion criterion were screened out and received a message notifying them that they
are not eligible to participate. Participants who passed the screening questions continued on to
the informed consent. After reading the informed consent and agreeing to participate,
participants were officially enrolled in the study. They then completed a series of questionnaires
on the study variables and demographics. Dispersed throughout the questionnaires were three
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instructed response (i.e., attention check) items. Overall, the time 1 survey took approximately
15 minutes to complete. Participants were compensated $1.25 for completing the survey. Please
see Appendix A for the contents of the time 1 survey.
Time 2 Data Collection
Two months after closing out the time 1 survey, I used Turkprime to send emails to
participants to complete the time 2 survey. Participants were not invited to complete the time 1
survey if they failed more than one of three instructed response items (e.g., “please select
strongly agree.”) in the time 1 survey. Studies have shown that embedding these items within a
survey can help researchers screen for inattentiveness (Meade & Craig, 2012). The invitation
email included the same study description as a reminder, notified them that the second survey
was active, and included a link for the HIT. One week into data collection I sent a reminder
email to participants who had not completed the survey. The time 2 survey took approximately
10 minutes to complete and participants were compensated $2.50. Please see Appendix B for all
items in the time 2 survey.
Participants
Four hundred and eighty-five participants completed the time 1 survey. Two of those
participants failed two or more attention checks and 34 of them were flagged due to having the
same longitude-latitude coordinates. Moreover, 70 participants reported in the demographics
section that they had worked more than two days per week from home on average over the past
two months. This same question was asked during the inclusion criterion screening section.
Thus, despite passing the screening question upfront, they were not eligible to be invited back for
the time 2 survey. In total, 386 of these participants (79.8% of completers) were invited to
complete the second study survey. Three hundred and fourteen of those participants completed
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the time 2 survey. None of those participants were flagged for missing two or more attention
checks. Five participants were flagged for having repeat longitude-latitude coordinates. Thus, the
final sample consisted of 309 participants with data for both timepoints (final response rate of
61.8%).
The majority of the final sample was male (59.5%) and White (79.0%). The mean age
was 38.5 years (SD = 10.5). The means for job and organizational tenure were 5.44 years (SD =
5.30) and 7.41 years (SD = 6.72). The mean days worked from home at time one was .78 days
per week (SD = .84), with 26.9% working two days at home on average, 23.9% worked one day
at home on average, and 49.2% worked no days at home on average. The most commonly
reported industries were Retail or Service (18.1%), Professional (e.g., law, consulting, financial
services; 17.8%), and Education (12.3%).
Measures
To examine the effects of coworker ostracism on proactive motivation and proactive
behavior two months later, the timeframe was incorporated into the item stems for all measures
except for the moderators, as political skill and POS. Specifically, the item stem “over the past
two months” was written at the top of each scale in Qualtrics.
Coworker ostracism. Coworker ostracism was measured with ten items from Ferris et al.’
(2008) workplace ostracism scale, adapted to focus specifically on coworkers. A sample item
was “my coworkers ignored me at work.” Items were rated on a scale from 1 (very slightly or not
at all) to 5 (extremely). Cronbach’s alpha was .92.
Organizational identification. Organizational identification was measured with six items
from Mael and Ashworth (1992). A sample item was “when someone criticized the organization,

49

it felt like a personal insult.” Items were rated on a scale from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5
(extremely). Cronbach’s alpha was .91.
Control appraisal. Control appraisal was measured with four items from Parker et al.
(2006). A sample item was “I felt powerless to control the outcomes of the process I work on”
(reverse coded). Items were rated on a scale from 1 (not true at all) to 5 (very true). Cronbach’s
alpha was .84.
Positive affect. Positive affect was measured with ten items from the positive and
negative affect schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). A sample item was “I have felt alert at
work” Items were rated on a scale from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely).
Cronbach’s alpha was .95.
Feedback inquiry. Feedback inquiry was measured with six items from Dahling et al.
(2012). A sample item was “how frequently have you sought out feedback from your supervisor
after completing assignments?” Items were rated on a scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always).
Cronbach’s alpha was .93.
Voice. Voice was measured with six items from Van Dyne and LePine (1998). A sample
item was “how frequently have you communicated your views about work issues to others in the
workplace, even when their views differed or they disagreed?” Items were rated on a scale from
1 (never) to 7 (always). Cronbach’s alpha was .94.
Political skill. Political skill was measured with 18 items from Ferris et al.’s (2005)
Political Skill Inventory. A sample item for the interpersonal influence dimension was “I am able
to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me.” A sample item for the social
astuteness dimension was “I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others.”
A sample item for the apparent sincerity dimension was “I try to show a genuine interest in other
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people.” A sample item for the networking ability dimension was “I am good at using my
connections and network to make things happen at work.” Items were rated on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was .93.
Perceived organizational support. Perceived organizational support (POS) was measured
with eight items from the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1997).
A sample item for the was “help is available from my organization when I have a problem.”
Items were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha
was .93.
Control variables. Two variables were included in all analyses as covariates: number of
days worked from home on average at time one and neuroticism. At time one, participants were
asked to report how many days they worked from home on average over the past two months.
This was an important control variable, as participants who work more days from home may
have fundamentally different experiences of coworker ostracism. Neuroticism refers to the
tendency to experience negative emotions such as anxiety, sadness, and frustration (Eysenck et
al., 1985). Research suggests that employees high in neuroticism tend to be hyper-vigilant to
threats such as ostracism and may also express hostility when threatened, which could result in
additional ostracism (Wu et al., 2011; Zhang & Dai, 2015). Therefore, it was important to control
for these differential reactions to ostracism. Neuroticism was measured with eight items from
Eysenck et al. (1985). Items were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). A sample item was “Would you call yourself a nervous person?” Cronbach’s alpha was
.93.
Variables for Exploration Purpose. Additional variables were included for exploratory
analyses. To perform analyses to test for potential reverse causality, feedback inquiry and voice
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were measured as time 1 and coworker ostracism was measured at time 2. Each of these
variables were measured with the same items and rating scales that were used in the other
survey. Cronbach’s alphas for time 1 feedback inquiry, time 1 voice, and time 2 coworker
ostracism were .92, .94, and .90, respectively. In addition, supervisor ostracism was measured at
time 1 in order to conduct exploratory analyses looking at supervisor ostracism as the
independent variable instead of coworker ostracism. Supervisor ostracism was measured with ten
items from Ferris et al.’s (2008) workplace ostracism scale, adapted to focus specifically on
supervisors. An example item was “Your supervisor ignored you at work.” Three items that were
included in the coworker ostracism measure were not included in the supervisor version because
they were not relevant to supervisors (e.g., “your coworkers did not invite you or ask you if you
wanted anything when they went out for lunch or a coffee break”). Cronbach’s alpha was .92.
Analysis Strategy
All hypotheses were tested in SPSS using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro. Hypotheses
1-9 focused on whether coworker ostracism measured at time 1 predicted feedback inquiry and
voice measured at time 2 through organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive
affect, measured at time 1. These were all tested with PROCESS model 4 with all three
mediators included as parallel mediators for feedback inquiry and voice, respectively (one model
for feedback inquiry and one model for voice). This parallel mediation model provides
regression coefficients and bootstrapped indirect effects of all parallel mediators. Hypotheses 10 15 focused on whether political skill and POS moderated the relationships between coworker
ostracism at time one and the three mediators measured at time one. These hypotheses were
tested with PROCESS model 1. Hypotheses 16-19 focused on whether political skill and POS
moderated the mediated relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and
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voice. These hypotheses were tested with PROCESS model 7. Separate models were run for each
moderation and moderated mediation hypothesis. Coworker ostracism and both moderators were
mean-centered prior to conducting moderation and moderated mediation analyses. This was
intended to help account for multicollinearity between coworker ostracism and political skill and
POS. In all hypothesis testing, neuroticism and the number of days participants worked from
home per week on average at time one (none, one, or two) were included as covariates.
For additional exploration, I examined whether there were gender and racial differences
in reported ostracism. I also conducted all mediation, moderation, and moderated mediation
analyses using supervisor ostracism as the independent variable. This was done to examine
whether there were differences in how employees experience ostracism, based on the source.
Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed using parcels (i.e., combinations of
items) as the indicators instead of items because of the large number of items for the scales in the
study. Models constructed based on parcels are more parsimonious because there are fewer
parameters (Little et al., 2002) and reducing the indicator-to-construct ratio can make the factor
solution be more stable (Marsh & Hocevar, 1988).
Parcels were constructed by taking the mean of items within a variable. Political skill is
multi-dimensional, so parcels were created for each of the four dimensions (apparent sincerity,
interpersonal influence, networking ability, social astuteness). Because all other variables are
unidimensional, parcels were constructed with only an empirical basis. That is, items were
randomly assigned to parcels, as per one of Little et al.’s (2002) recommended approaches. Little
et al. (2002) also recommends constructing at least three parcels for each variable. Four parcels
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were constructed for coworker ostracism and political skill, as these scales had 13 and 18 items,
respectively. Three parcels were constructed for organizational identification, positive affect,
feedback inquiry, voice, and POS, as these scales ranged from six-to-ten items. Control appraisal
was measured with four items so indicators for control appraisal remained as items.
The eight-factor model with indicators (parcels and items for control appraisal) loading
onto their respective scales fits the data well with 2(296) = 660.35, p < .001, RMSEA = .06,
comparative fit index (CFI) = .95. I compared the eight-factor model to a six-factor model with
all indicators from the proactive motivation state scales loading on one latent factor (2(309) =
1,629.95, p < .001, RMSEA = .12, CFI = .83) and a five-factor model with indicators from
proactive motivation states loading on one latent factor and indicators from feedback inquiry and
voice loading on one latent factor (2(314) = 2210.30, p < .001, RMSEA = .14, comparative fit
index (CFI) = .76). Finally, I compared the eight-factor model to a one-factor model with all
indicators loading on one latent factor (2(324) = 4,624.04, p < .001, RMSEA = .21, comparative
fit index (CFI) = .45. The eight-factor model had a significantly better fit than the six-factor
model, 2 (13) = 969.60, p < .001, than the five-factor model, 2 (18) = 1,549.95, p < .001,
and the one-factor model, 2 (28) = 3,963.69, p < .001.
Descriptive and Correlation Analyses
Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among all study variables in the
final analysis sample (N = 309) can be found in Table 2. Consistent with hypothesized
relationships, coworker ostracism was negatively correlated with organizational identification (r
= -.23 p < .001), control appraisal (r = -.39, p < .001), and positive affect (r = -.38, p < .001). In
addition, organizational identification was positively correlated with feedback inquiry (r = .30, p
< .001) and voice (r = .40, p < .001). Similarly, control appraisal was positively correlated with
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feedback inquiry (r = .19, p < .001) and voice (r = .38, p < .001). Positive affect was also
positively correlated feedback inquiry (r = .31, p < .001) and voice (r = .55, p < .001). Coworker
ostracism was not significantly correlated with feedback inquiry (r = .03, p = .56) but was
negatively correlated with voice (r = -.14, p = .02).
Mediation Analyses
Hypotheses 1-3 focused on how coworker ostracism may influence feedback inquiry and
voice through its effects on organizational identification. Coworker ostracism was significantly
related to organizational identification (b = -.22, p = .005). Thus, hypothesis 1 was supported.
Organizational identification was significantly related to feedback inquiry (b = .23, p = .01) and
voice (b = .19, p = .02). Thus, hypotheses 2a and 2b were supported. Furthermore, the indirect
effects of coworker ostracism via organizational identification was significant for both feedback
inquiry (b = -.050, 95% CI [-.127, -.002]) and voice (b = -.042, 95% CI [-.106, -.002]). Thus,
organizational identification significantly mediated the relationships between coworker ostracism
and feedback inquiry and coworker ostracism and voice, supporting hypotheses 3a and 3b,
respectively.
Hypotheses 4-6 focused on how coworker ostracism may influence feedback inquiry and
voice through its effects on control appraisal. Coworker ostracism was significantly related to
control appraisal (b = -.28, p < .001). Thus, hypothesis 4 was supported. Control appraisal was
not significantly related to feedback inquiry (b = .12, p = .21), but was significantly related to
voice (b = .19, p = .02). Thus, hypothesis 5a was not supported while hypothesis 5b was.
Furthermore, the indirect effect of coworker ostracism via control appraisal was significant for
voice (b = -.055, 95% CI [-.121, -.007]) but not for feedback inquiry (b = -.033, 95% CI [-.095,
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.018]). Thus, control appraisal only mediated the relationship between coworker ostracism and
voice, supporting hypothesis 5b but not 5a.
Finally, hypotheses 7-9 focused on how coworker ostracism may influence feedback
inquiry and voice through its effects on positive affect. Coworker ostracism was significantly
related to positive affect (b = -.24, p < .001). Thus, hypothesis 7 was supported. Positive affect
was significantly related to feedback inquiry (b = .38, p < .001) and voice (b = .64, p < .001).
Thus, hypotheses 7a and 7b were both supported. Furthermore, the indirect effect of coworker
ostracism via positive affect was significant for both feedback inquiry (b = -.090, 95% CI [-.197,
-.011]) and voice (b = -.150, 95% CI [-.304, -.018]). Thus, positive affect significantly mediated
the relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and coworker ostracism and
voice, supporting hypotheses 9a and 9b, respectively.
With all three proactive motivation states serving as parallel mediators, the total indirect
effects were significant for feedback inquiry (b = -.172, 95% CI [-.318, -.047]. There was a
significant positive direct effect of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry (b = .34, p = .001),
while the total effect was not significant (b = .17, p = .12). Further, the total indirect effect for
voice was significant (b = -.250, 95% CI [-.440, -.071]). Similarly, there was a significant
positive direct effect of coworker ostracism on voice (b = .28, p = .004). Again, the total effect
was not significant (b = .04, p = .76). Tables 3 and 4 summarize mediation results for feedback
inquiry and voice, respectively.
Moderation Analyses
Hypotheses 10-12 focused on whether political skill moderated the negative relationships
between coworker ostracism and organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive
affect. The interaction between coworker ostracism and political skill on organizational
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identification was not significant (b = -.06, p = .53). Thus, hypothesis 10 was not supported.
There was a significant interaction between political skill and coworker ostracism on control
appraisal (b = -.29, p = .001). However, the pattern was not consistent with the hypothesis.
Results showed that the negative relationship between coworker ostracism and control appraisal
was significant at one standard deviation above the mean on political skill (b = -.47, p < .001) but
not one standard deviation below the mean (b = -.08, p = .30). Therefore, the negative
relationship between coworker ostracism and control appraisal was stronger at higher levels of
political skill. Figure 3 shows the interaction plot for this finding. Thus, hypothesis 11 was not
supported. Finally, the interaction between coworker ostracism and political skill on positive
affect was not significant (b = .01, p = .89). Thus, hypothesis 12 was not supported. Table 5
summarizes moderation results for political skill.
Hypotheses 13-15 focused on whether perceived organizational support (POS) moderated
the negative relationships between coworker ostracism and organizational identification, control
appraisal, and positive affect. The interaction between coworker ostracism and POS on
organizational identification was not significant (b = .05, p = .37). Thus, hypothesis 13 was not
supported. There was a significant interaction between POS and coworker ostracism on control
appraisal (b = -.18, p < .001). However, the pattern was not consistent with the prediction.
Results showed that the negative relationship between coworker ostracism and control appraisal
was significant at one standard deviation above the mean on POS (b = -.38, p < .001) but not
significant at one standard deviation below the mean (b = -.02, p = .81). Therefore, the negative
relationship between coworker ostracism and control appraisal was stronger at higher levels of
POS. Thus, hypothesis 14 was not supported. Figure 3 shows the interaction plot for this finding.
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There was a significant interaction between POS and coworker ostracism on positive
affect (b = .14, p = .008). Results showed that the negative relationship between coworker
ostracism and positive affect was significant at one standard deviation below the mean on POS
(b = -.14, p = .04), but not at one standard deviation above the mean (b = .14, p = .15). Therefore,
the negative relationship between coworker ostracism and positive affect was weaker at higher
levels of POS, thus supporting hypothesis 15. Figure 4 shows the interaction plot for this finding.
Table 6 summarizes moderation results for POS.
Moderated Mediation Hypotheses
I used Hayes (2010) PROCESS model 7 to examined whether political skill and POS
moderated the indirect effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice via
organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect (hypotheses 16-19). In this
section, moderated mediation findings are only reported for relationships where simple
moderation was significant. Thus, for political skill, moderated mediation results are only
reported for the indirect effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice via control
appraisal (hypotheses 16b and 17b). For POS, moderated mediation results are only reported for
the indirect effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice via control appraisal
(hypotheses 18b and 19b) and via positive affect (hypotheses 18c and 19c). Table 7 summarizes
results for political skill and table 8 summarizes results for POS.
Moderated mediation for political skill. The moderated mediation index for the indirect
effect of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry via control appraisal was not significant (b = .034, 95% CI [-.106, .020]. The indirect effect did not depend on levels of political skill. Thus,
hypothesis 16b was not supported. The moderated mediation index for the indirect effect of
coworker ostracism on voice via control appraisal was significant (b = -.056, 95% CI [-.138, -
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.005]). Specifically, the indirect effect was significant at one standard deviation above the mean
on political skill (b = -.090, 95% CI [-.204, -.011]) but not at one standard deviation below the
mean (b = -.053, 95% CI [-.061, .013]). Thus, the relationship between coworker ostracism and
voice mediated by control appraisal was stronger at high levels of political skill than at low
levels. As such, hypothesis 17b was not supported.
Moderated mediation for POS. The moderated mediation index for the indirect effect
of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry via control appraisal was not significant (b = -.021,
95% CI [-.066, .011]. The indirect effect did not depend on levels of POS. Thus, hypothesis 18b
was not supported. The moderated mediation index for the indirect effect of coworker ostracism
on feedback inquiry via positive affect was significant (b = .053, 95% CI [.009, .108]). The
indirect effect was negative at one standard deviation below the mean on POS [b = -.052, 95%
CI [-.124, .004]) and positive at one standard deviation above the mean [b = .052, 95% CI [-.04,
.141]). This supports hypothesis 18c.
Furthermore, the moderated mediation index for the indirect effect of coworker ostracism
on voice via control appraisal was significant (b = -.035, 95% CI [-.082, -.002]). Specifically, the
indirect effect was significant at one standard deviation above the mean on POS (b = -.072, 95%
CI [-.161, -.009]) but not significant at one standard deviation below the mean (b = -.003, 95%
CI [-.044, .024]). Thus, the relationship between coworker ostracism and voice mediated by
control appraisal was stronger at high levels of POS than at low levels. As such, hypothesis 19b
was not supported. Finally, the moderated mediation index for the indirect effect of coworker
ostracism on voice via positive affect was significant (b = .091, 95% CI [.018, .163]). The
indirect effect was negative at one standard deviation below the mean on POS [b = -.088, 95%
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CI [-.192, .008]) and positive at one standard deviation above the mean [b = .089, 95% CI [-.072,
.223]). This supports hypothesis 19c.
Exploratory Analyses
The Effects of Supervisor Ostracism
While the primary aim of this study was to examine how coworker ostracism may impact
feedback inquiry and voice through its effects on proactive motivation states, supervisor
ostracism was also measured at time 1 and exploration analyses were conducted to examine
whether the proposed relationships varied based on the source of the ostracism. To do this, I
tested mediation and simple moderation hypotheses using supervisor ostracism as the
independent variable, controlling for neuroticism and days worked from home each week at time
one.
Analyses for mediation analyses. In summary, all findings related to hypothesis 1-9
using supervisor ostracism as the independent variable are consistent with the findings for
coworker ostracism. Supervisor ostracism was significantly related to organizational
identification (b = -.24, p < .001). Further, the indirect effect of supervisor ostracism through
organizational identification was significant for feedback inquiry (b = -.055, 95% CI [-.129, .005]) and voice (b = -.047, 95% CI [-.109, -.005). Supervisor ostracism was significantly related
to control appraisal (b = -.29, p < .001). Further, the indirect effect of supervisor ostracism
through control appraisal was significant for voice (b = -.057, 95% CI [-.121, -.008]) but not for
feedback inquiry (b = -.031, 95% CI [-.097, .021]). Supervisor ostracism was significantly
related to positive affect (b = -.23, p < .001). Furthermore, the indirect effect of supervisor
ostracism via positive affect was significant for both feedback inquiry (b = -.084, 95% CI [-.176,
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-.021]) and voice (b = -.147, 95% CI [-.276, -.046]). Tables 9 and 10 summarize mediation
results for supervisor ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice, respectively.
Analyses for moderation analyses. Moderation analyses with political skill were
entirely consistent with the findings for coworker ostracism. The interaction between supervisor
ostracism and political skill on organizational identification was not significant (b = -.01, p =
.95). There was a significant interaction between political skill and supervisor ostracism on
control appraisal (b = -.20, p = .01). Just like the finding for coworker ostracism, the interaction
showed that the negative relationship between supervisor ostracism and control appraisal was
significant at both one standard deviation below the mean on political skill (b = -.17, p = .01),
but stronger at one deviation above the mean (b = -.42, p < .001). Thus, the negative relationship
between supervisor ostracism and control appraisal was stronger at higher levels of political skill.
Finally, the interaction between supervisor ostracism and political skill on positive affect was not
significant (b = .03, p = .66). Table 9 shows results for political skill as the moderator of the
relationships between supervisor ostracism and organizational identification, control appraisal,
and positive affect.
Moderation analyses with POS were mostly consistent with the findings for coworker
ostracism. The interaction between supervisor ostracism and POS on organizational
identification was not significant (b = .03, p = .57). This was consistent with the finding for
coworker ostracism. Moreover, there was a significant interaction between POS and supervisor
ostracism on control appraisal (b = -.15, p = .002). Just like the finding for coworker ostracism,
the interaction showed that the negative relationship between supervisor ostracism and control
appraisal was significant at one standard deviation above the mean on POS (b = -.36, p < .001)
but not significant at one standard deviation below the mean (b = -.07, p = .22). Therefore, the
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negative relationship between supervisor ostracism and control appraisal was stronger at higher
levels of POS. Lastly, there was not a significant interaction between POS and supervisor
ostracism on positive affect (b = .03, p = .49). This was the only finding for moderation that was
not consistent with the results for coworker ostracism. Tables 11 and 12 summarize moderation
results for supervisor ostracism and political skill and POS, respectively.
Analyses for moderated mediation analyses. Results for moderated mediation analyses
for supervisor ostracism were very similar to results for coworker ostracism, as there were two
inconsistencies. First, the moderated mediation index for the indirect effect of supervisor
ostracism on feedback inquiry via control appraisal was not significant (b = -.011, 95% CI [.055, .093]. Consistent with the results for coworker ostracism, the indirect effect did not depend
on levels of political skill. The moderated mediation index for the indirect effect of supervisor
ostracism on voice via control appraisal was significant (b = -.039, 95% CI [-.116, -.003]). The
indirect effect was significant at one standard deviation above the mean on political skill (b = .085, 95% CI [-.193, -.013]) but not at one standard deviation below the mean (b = -.033, 95% CI
[-.077, .001]). This again was consistent with the results for coworker ostracism.
For POS, two out of the three significant moderated mediation findings for coworker
ostracism were also found for supervisor ostracism. For example, the moderated mediation index
for the indirect effect of supervisor ostracism on feedback inquiry via control appraisal was not
significant (b = -.016, 95% CI [-.050, .011]. In addition, the moderated mediation index for the
indirect effect of supervisor ostracism on voice via control appraisal was significant (b = -.029,
95% CI [-.065, -.003]). The indirect effect was significant at one standard deviation above the
mean on political skill (b = -.071, 95% CI [-.193, -.013]) but not at one standard deviation below
the mean (b = -.014, 95% CI [-.042, .007]). Thus, consistent with the findings for supervisor
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ostracism, the relationship between supervisor ostracism and voice mediated by control appraisal
was stronger at high levels of POS than at low levels.
In contrary to the findings for coworker ostracism and POS, the moderated mediation
index for the indirect effect of supervisor ostracism on feedback inquiry via positive affect was
significant (b = .012, 95% CI [-.032, .060]). The moderated mediation index for the indirect
effect of supervisor ostracism on voice via positive affect was also not significant (b = .020, 95%
CI [-.059, .091]). Thus, neither indirect effect was dependent on levels of POS. This is however
consistent with findings for simple moderation, as POS did not moderate the relationship
between supervisor ostracism and positive affect. Tables 13 and 14 summarize moderated
mediation results for supervisor ostracism and political skill and POS, respectively.
Effects of Time 2 Coworker Ostracism on Time 1 Feedback Inquiry and Voice
In order to draw inferences about potential reverse causality, I examined whether
feedback inquiry and voice at time 1 predicted coworker ostracism at time 2. Results from
multiple regression showed that neither feedback inquiry (b = .03, p = .40) nor voice (b = -.03, p
= .30) at time 1 were significantly related to coworker ostracism at time 2, thus reducing
potential concern of reverse causality.
Gender and Race Differences for Reported Coworker Ostracism
Finally, I examined whether there were differences in coworker ostracism by gender and
race. These analyses were conducted due to the increasingly important focus of inclusivity in the
workplace (e.g., Shore et al., 2018). Results showed that there were no differences in reported
ostracism between male and non-male participants (t(307) = .90, p = .37). Participants from
racial minority subgroups reported significantly more coworker ostracism (M = 1.99, SD = .94)
than White participants (M = 1.84, SD = .74; t(307) = -1.29, p = .049)
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Discussion
This study had three primary objectives. The first goal was to examine the effects of
coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice, two distinctive proactive behaviors that are
important for employee performance and organizational functioning (Parker & Collins, 2010).
The second goal was to study whether three proactive motivation states (organizational
identification, control appraisal, and positive affect) may mediate the relationships between
coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice. The third goal was to explore political skill
and perceived organizational support (POS) as potential boundary conditions of the relationships
between coworker ostracism and proactive motivation states. In the following section, I will first
provide an overview of the findings. Theoretical and practical implications are discussed,
followed by limitations and future directions for research.
Overview of Findings
The current study’s findings largely supported the proactive motivation model (Parker et
al., 2010). Employees ostracized by their coworkers tended to report lower organizational
identification with their organizations, less in control of their work situation and environment,
and less positive affect (i.e., pleasant moods, emotions), all of which in turn predicted a lower
tendency to engage in both feedback inquiry and voice.
Further, coworker ostracism has a stronger relationship with control appraisal for
employees higher in political skill, while employees ostracized by their coworkers experienced
similar effects on organizational identification and positive affect regardless of their level of
political skill.
Moreover, coworker ostracism has a stronger relationship with positive affect for
employees with lower POS, and more strongly predicted control appraisal for employees with
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higher POS. Employees ostracized by their coworkers experienced similar effects on
organizational identification regardless of their level of POS.
Theoretical Implications
This study made three primary contributions to the literature. First, this was among the
first studies to examine the effects of workplace ostracism on proactive behaviors, with a specific
focus on coworker ostracism. Second, this study examined three proactive motivation states,
organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect, as psychological processes
through which coworker ostracism might influence the two proactive behaviors of feedback
inquiry and voice. Third, political skill and POS were examined as moderators of the
relationships between coworker ostracism and the three proactive motivation states, shedding
light on factors that might mitigate the proposed negative relationships. The follow sections
highlight these main contributions, as well as implications from some of the exploratory
analyses.
The Link Between Coworker Ostracism and Proactive Behavior
Thus far, Zhu et al. (2017) conducted the only study on the relationship between
workplace ostracism and proactive behavior by demonstrating that workplace ostracism was
negatively related to proactive customer service performance in the hospitality industry. While
their findings were promising, they were also limited to an industry-specific form of proactive
behavior. The current work expands upon this research by examining the effects of coworker
ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice, two broader proactive behaviors that can promote
employee performance and organizational functioning across different jobs and industries
(Ashford & Black, 1996; Parker & Collins, 2010; Thomas & Whitman, 2010; Van Dyne &
LePine, 1998). Further, the current study focused on distinctive areas of the proactive behavior
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criterion space, as feedback inquiry is categorized as a proactive person-environment (PE) fit
behavior (behavior intended to improve one’s alignment with the role or broader work
environment) while voice is categorized as a proactive work behavior (behavior intended to
improve functioning in the organization’s internal environment; Parker & Collins, 2010). By
focusing on coworker ostracisms’ effects on these two additional proactive work behaviors, we
have gained more in-depth understanding of whether and how coworker ostracism might affect
employee proactive behaviors.
The Mediating Role of Proactive Motivation States
Findings of the mediation hypotheses largely supported Parker et al.’s (2010) proactive
motivation model, which posits that contextual work factors such as coworker ostracism can
influence proactive behaviors via their effects on three proactive motivation states. Specifically,
organizational identification and positive affect both significantly mediated the relationships
between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice. Control appraisal significantly
mediated the relationship between coworker ostracism and voice. Further, because these
mediators were all examined in parallel, each significant indirect effect represented a distinctive
process through which coworker ostracism influenced feedback inquiry and voice. Thus, the
current study not only furthers our understanding of the relationships between coworker
ostracism and proactive behaviors, but also sheds important light on the mechanisms that
underlie those relationships. This supports Parker et al.’s (2010) proposition that reason-to, cando, and energized-to proactive motivation states are distinctive motivational processes that drive
proactive behavior via different mechanisms (i.e., internal drive, confidence, and energy). These
findings are also consistent with other empirical research on the link between proactive
motivation states and proactive behavior (e.g., Bindl et al., 2012; Parker, 2000; Parker et al.,
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2006; Wang et al., 2019), as well as findings that proactive motivation states mediated the
relationships of other contextual factors and proactive behaviors (e.g., Ng et al., 2019; Smithikrai
& Suwannadet, 2018; Wu & Parker, 2014).
It is worth noting that the current study showed that control appraisal predicted voice
behavior but not feedback inquiry, and as a result it did not mediate the relationship between
coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry. This is not consistent with the proactive motivation
theory. As described above, employees who feel in control of their general work situation may
still have reservations about how others may view them, which could dissuade them from
seeking their feedback (Parker et al., 2010). In addition, employees with high control appraisal
may still choose not to engage in feedback inquiry if their work relationships are not strong,
because their feedback seeking may not be fruitful (Ashford et al., 2003). Researchers should
further investigate the connection between control appraisal and feedback seeking, as this would
shed further light on whether control appraisal can serve as a can-do proactive motivation state
for all proactive behaviors.
The Moderating Roles of Political Skill and POS
The finding that POS buffered the negative effect of coworker ostracism on positive
affect suggests that believing one is cared for and valued by the organization may help an
employee more effectively cope with coworker ostracism and reduce its effects on positive
affective states (e.g., happiness, elation, excitement; Blackhart et al., 2009; Robinson et al.,
2013). This has significant implications for proactive behavior because many studies, including
the current study, have shown that positive affect predicts proactive behavior (Bindl et al., 2012;
Fay & Sonnentag, 2012; Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009). By reducing the impact of coworker
ostracism on positive affect (an energized-to proactive motivation state), POS may help sustain
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employees’ levels of proactive behavior. Given this finding, it is also possible that POS may help
mitigate the effects of coworker ostracism on work engagement, another form of energized-to
proactive motivation (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009; Parker et al., 2010).
As mentioned above, while both political skill and POS significantly moderated the
relationship between coworker ostracism and control appraisal, the patterns are not in the
hypothesized direction. That is, these relationships were stronger at high levels of the moderators
but not significant at low levels. For political skill, it is possible that employees high in political
skill may feel particularly out of place when they are ostracized, because they are used to having
interpersonal influence, informal power, and status (Munyon et al., 2015). Ostracism signals that
these may be in jeopardy, which could reduce their perceptions of control (Robinson et al.,
2013). As for POS, it could be that employees with high POS view coworker ostracism as a
signal that the organization cared and valued them less than they perceived (Kiewitz et al., 2009),
which can contradict what they expect and hence reducing their control appraisal (Al-Atwi,
2017; Eisenberger et al., 1986).
Finally, neither political skill nor POS significantly moderated the relationship between
coworker ostracism and organizational identification. It is possible that employees high in
political skill may be able to rebuild their status after being ostracized, but still struggle to
rebuild their emotional connection to the organization and its goals (Munyon et al., 2015). In
addition, even employees with high POS may view coworker ostracism as a signal that they do
not belong, and that the organization does not value them (Chung, 2017). Political skill also did
not significantly moderate the relationship between coworker ostracism and positive affect,
suggesting that even those high in political skill may struggle to respond to and cope with the
stressors of coworker ostracism.
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Total Indirect Effect, Direct Effect, and Total Effect Findings
The total indirect effect was significant and negative for both the feedback inquiry and
voice models. Thus, the three proactive motivation states working in parallel mediated the
relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice, a finding that is
consistent with the proactive motivation model (Parker et al., 2010). Interestingly, the direct
effects were significant and positive, meaning that coworker ostracism was positively related to
feedback inquiry and voice when organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive
affect were parsed out. This suggests that there are other mechanisms through which coworker
ostracism can promote proactive behavior. However, the total effects were both non-significant,
suggesting that the positive direct effects of coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry and voice
may have been neutralized by the negative indirect effects via proactive motivation states.
There is some research and theory on prosocial and organizational citizenship behavior
that may explain these positive direct effects. Studies have shown that individuals may engage in
more prosocial behavior after being ostracized because they view it as opportunity to be viewed
more favorably by others (Balliet & Ferris, 2013) and regain entry into the group (Sommer et al.,
2020). Furthermore, regaining group favor may lead to long-term benefits in the form of greater
access to resources, information, and connections (Al-Atwi, 2017; Seibert et al., 2001). Thus, it
is likely that those experiencing more coworker ostracism might engage in more proactive
behavior for similar reasons. Future studies should examine this empirically alongside proactive
motivation, to investigate whether these are competing mechanisms. For example, researchers
could include need for belongingness as an additional mediator. It is possible that coworker
ostracism may increase proactive behavior via need for belongingness, or other constructs related
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to group membership (Sommer et al., 2020). Studies like this can help us better understand the
multifaceted connection between coworker ostracism and proactive behavior.
Comparing Coworker and Supervisor Ostracism
This study also contributed literature by demonstrating that the effects of coworker and
supervisor ostracism on organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect, and
in turn proactive behavior were largely consistent. The moderation and moderated mediation
results for political skill and POS were also very similar for coworker and supervisor ostracism.
Given how supervisory and peer relationships are different (i.e., formal vs. collaborative), one
might expect at least some differential effects (Robinson et al., 2013). However, the
consistencies found here suggest that the effects may be similar, regardless of source. Thus, more
research is needed in this area to further explore whether there are differences, even if subtle.
Studies that examine the effects of episodic coworker and supervisor ostracism may shed
additional light on these similarities or differences. Such studies can gather specific examples of
coworker and supervisor ostracism and identify associated themes that may have unique effects
on employee affect, behavior, and well-being (Rosen et al., 2020).
It is possible that the consistent findings for coworker and supervisor ostracism are
partially due to some employees’ tendencies to perceive themselves as chronic victims of
ostracism both at work and in other domains (Howard et al., 2019l; Wu et al., 2011). This was
the primary reason why neuroticism was controlled for, as studies have shown that individuals
high on neuroticism tend to report higher levels of ostracism due to their negative life views
(e.g., Wu et al., 2011). Future studies should go a step further and control for social ostracism
outside of work. Parsing this out could help shed more light on the similarities and differences
between coworker and supervisor ostracism.
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Gender and Racial Differences for Coworker Ostracism
Results showed that there were no gender differences in coworker ostracism by gender,
but that racial minorities (all minority groups collapsed together) did experience significantly
more ostracism than White participants. This contributes to our understanding of how different
groups experience and perceive workplace ostracism, a topic that has not received significant
attention in the literature (Howard et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2013). Results suggest that
employees from minority subgroups may be more susceptible to coworker ostracism, which is
something organizations, leaders, and employees should be mindful of. Future research should
continue to investigate these differences, including whether there are differences between
individual subgroups (sample sizes were insufficient to examine this in the current study).
Practical Implications
Findings from the current study also have several practical implications for organizations.
First, the current study showed that coworker ostracism has negative effects on one’s proactive
motivation states, further suggesting organizations should make efforts to prevent ostracism and
provide their employees with tools for coping with it. Organizations may benefit from investing
in training programs that focus on the harmful effects of workplace ostracism and how
employees can increase their awareness of it and avoid committing it. Such programs can also
help employees develop more constructive habits for resolving work-related issues (e.g., direct
communication, collaborative discussion) so they do not resort to ostracism as a form of
punishment. This can create healthier and more collaborative and productive work environments.
In addition, leaders can explicitly call out coworker ostracism as unacceptable, and model more
respectful ways to interact with one’s peers. This can help cultivate a supportive culture where
coworker ostracism is less likely to occur (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2013).
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Furthermore, when it does occur, both the victim and perpetrator may likely be aware that it is
happening and work together to address it and prevent it from happening again (Mao et al., 2018;
Robinson et al., 2013). By preventing or reducing incidents of coworker ostracism, organizations
can limit the negative impact on proactive motivation and in turn proactive behavior.
Second, findings suggest that organizations can foster feedback inquiry and voice by
these proactive behaviors by promoting organizational identification, control appraisal, and
positive affect among their employees. For example, studies show that organizations can
facilitate organizational identification by providing ongoing emotional (e.g., encouragement,
care) and instrumental (e.g., resources, guidance, security) support (Edwards & Peccei, 2010),
taking actions that build trust in management and leadership (e.g., providing transparency and
downward communication; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), and ensuring that procedures are fair and just
(Cheung & Law, 2008). In addition, organizations can enhance their employees’ control
appraisals by increasing job autonomy (Parker et al., 2006) and work complexity (Frese & Fay,
2001) because these job characteristics can promote confidence and perceptions of control.
Finally, organizational can enhance their employees’ positive affect by providing them with
opportunities to psychologically detach from work both during the day and after the workday
ends, as this allows them to recharge and return to work with more energy and positivity (Fritz &
Sonnentag, 2009). Organizations can also facilitate positive affect by selecting and/or training
transformational leaders, given their inspirational and charismatic presence (Wang et al., 2017).
Third, the finding that POS buffered the negative impact of coworker ostracism on
positive affect has significant practical implications. Organizations can enhance their employees’
POS by providing ongoing emotional support and instrumental support (Abd Ghani & Hussin,
2009; Eisenberger et al., 1986). By doing so, organizations can cultivate a supportive and caring
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culture may foster high levels of POS in their employees, which may help them cope with the
stressors of coworker ostracism.
Limitations and Future Directions
This study had several limitations. First, because this was a non-experimental design, one
cannot make causal references. To help rule out potential reverse causality, I did examine the
relationship between time one feedback inquiry and voice and time two coworker ostracism and
none of these relationships were significant. However, given the research design it is still not
possible to rule out all alternative explanations for the relationships. Therefore, experimental
studies with random assignment to different conditions (e.g., coworker ostracism vs. control)
may help shed light on the causal nature of these relationships. It is worth noting that
experimental designs may limit the external validity of workplace ostracism research because
ostracism in a controlled lab setting may not be reflective of how ostracism is experienced in a
complex, dynamic organizational context (Robinson et al., 2013). However, now that these
relationships have been demonstrated in an applied context in the current study, it would be
beneficial to examine whether they hold in experimental settings.
Second, because all study variables were measured via self-report, there are concerns for
common method variance (CMV) that obscured the true relationships (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
While the current study measured the variables at two time points such that the predictor
variables, mediators, and moderators were measured at time one and the outcome variables were
measured at time two, the use of data from different sources on some of these variables might
help further reduce this concern. For example, future studies could collect ratings of feedback
inquiry and voice from coworkers or supervisors. This may help reduce CMV to more accurately
examine the relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice.
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Third, the study description (“how negative social interactions at work influence work
motivation and behavior”) may have produced demand characteristics that influenced
participants’ responses. Participants may have noticed that the items about coworker ostracism
were tapping those negative social interactions, while the items about proactive motivation
states, feedback inquiry, and voice were tapping work motivation and behavior. They may have
also made the connection that coworker ostracism, as a negative social interaction, had the
potential to decrease work motivation and positive work behaviors. If participants made these
connections and tailored their responses based on this knowledge, it could have had a significant
impact on the observed findings. Future studies should provide more subtle, ambiguous
descriptions (e.g., “how social interactions at work influence perceptions”) to limit potential
demand characteristics.
Fourth, this study collected data from Mturk workers, which may not be reflective of the
working population at large. As described above, compared to other convenience sample such as
undergraduate students, snowball samples, and employees within a single organization, Mturk
workers tends to be more diverse in terms of demographics and professional background (Lander
& Behrend, 2015). This may have helped external validity. In addition, the overall response rate
(61.8%) was higher than the estimated response rate (50%) that was based on recommendations
with a TurkPrime sample and lagged design (Litman et al., 2017; Stoycheff, 2016). This suggests
that this sample of participants may differ from the typical TurkPrime sample. Perhaps these
participants were more motivated by the compensation due to the pandemic, or simply had less
activity at work or home and therefore more time to complete the surveys. Generalizability
would likely be improved by conducting another study on these relationships post-pandemic.
Further, generalizability would be greatly enhanced with a random or stratified, random
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sampling approach. This is challenging within academic research, but it would help shed
additional light on the relationships between coworker ostracism and feedback inquiry and voice.
Fifth, because data collection took place during the COVID-19 pandemic, employees
might have increased their time working from home prior to when I started data collection. Thus,
I could not restrict my research to employees who were going into work all five days of the week
and decided to allow employees who worked from home one or two days a week to participate
(participants who worked from home more than two days on average were screened out).
Employees who worked from home one or two days may have different experiences of coworker
ostracism or may experience it less frequently than employees who are going into work each day
and having regular face-to-face interactions with their peers. To account for this, I controlled for
average days worked from home each week (a time 1 variable) in all hypotheses. Importantly,
coworker ostracism was not significantly related to average days worked from home (r = -.08, p
= .18), suggesting that this may have had a limited impact on the results. However, it is
important to consider that there was restriction of range in this variable because the majority of
participants (74.4%) worked from home only once per week. In addition, number of days worked
at home was only measured at time 1. Therefore, it could not be controlled for in the exploratory
analyses looking at potential reverse causality.
It is also possible that participants started working from home more frequently after the
time 1 survey. This of course would not have impacted their coworker ostracism or proactive
motivation reported at time 1 but may have influenced their work experiences in between time
periods, including their opportunities to engage in proactive behavior. Working from home may
give employees more chances to seek out feedback and voice ideas because instant messaging
and videoconferencing makes it easier to connect with coworkers, supervisors, and other teams.
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At the same time, employees who prefer engaging in these behaviors face-to-face or have
difficulties with these technologies may struggle to identify opportunities to engage in these
proactive behaviors.
Further, number of days worked from home is not the only aspect of employees’ work
situations that may have been impacted by the pandemic. For example, even when employees
went into work they may have had fewer coworkers present and/or less face-to-face interactions
with them due to social distancing measures. This could have also influenced employees’
opportunities to engage in feedback inquiry and voice. Researchers should examine these
relationships after the pandemic ends in order to get a cleaner analysis of how coworker
ostracism can influence feedback inquiry and voice via proactive motivation states. Researchers
should also investigate the uniqueness of ostracism during remote work. That is, being ostracized
via email, group chats, or video calls may be a fundamentally different psychological experience
than being ignored face-to-face (Donate et al., 2017). Such forms of ostracism fall under the
purview of virtual ostracism, which is viewed as a distinctive construct due to the lack of facetto-face social interaction (Kassner et al., 2012). Future studies should examine whether virtual
ostracism can have similar influences on proactive motivation states and feedback inquiry and
voice.
Sixth, I only examined individual-level variables and relationships. Employees are
usually embedded within teams that exist under the overall umbrella of the organization, which
itself may function in multiple regions and nations (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Each of these
levels may have an impact on employees’ experiences (e.g., of coworker ostracism), their
motivations (e.g., proactive motivation states), their behaviors (e.g., feedback inquiry and voice;
Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Robinson et al., 2013), as well as the relationships among these
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variables. For example, employees who work in a team with more civil climate and supportive
leader may react to coworker ostracism differently from employees in a team with a less civil
climate or less supportive leader. Future studies should take this multilevel approach into account
when examining the relationships between coworker ostracism and proactive behaviors.
Several other directions for future research are also worth examining. For example,
studies should explore additional boundary conditions that might moderate the relationships
between coworker ostracism and proactive motivation states. Consistent with the multi-level
approach, it may be interesting to examine whether types of leadership (e.g., transformational,
ethical) and elements of team climate (e.g., psychological safety), organizational culture (e.g.,
competition, communication) and national culture and values (e.g., individualism, collectivism,
power distance) moderate these relationships. Furthermore, researchers should explore whether
there are additional mechanisms through which coworker ostracism may actually promote
proactive behaviors such as feedback seeking and voice, as per the significant, direct effect found
in this study. As described above, it could be that when employees are ostracized by their
coworkers, they engage in proactive behavior to regain group favor (Sommer et al., 2020). It
would be important to examine this empirically by exploring need for belongingness, personorganization fit, or other constructs related to group belonging and membership, as mediating
processes.
It would also be important to examine potential moderators of the direct effect of
coworker ostracism on feedback inquiry, voice, and other proactive behaviors. It is possible that
this relationship is only positive for employees with certain dispositions or employees in
particular work contexts. For example, Balliet and Ferris (2013) found that the relationship
between ostracism and prosocial behavior was only positive for participants high on future-
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orientation. These individuals are more likely to view prosocial behavior as a fruitful tactic for
regaining group membership and access to long-term resources and benefits (Balliet & Ferris,
2013). Additional research on moderators would further elucidate the relationship between
ostracism and work behaviors intended to benefit the group (e.g., proactive behavior, prosocial
behavior, organizational citizenship behavior).
In addition, while political skill and POS were examined as moderators in the current
study, correlational findings suggest that they may also fit as the predictor and outcome of
coworker ostracism, respectively. Results showed that political skill was significantly correlated
with coworker ostracism (r = -.39, p < .001), as was POS (r = -.41, p < .001). This is consistent
with research on how employees high in political skill can avoid ostracism due to their
relationship-building skills, influence, and adaptability (Cullen & Liu, 2014; Liu et al., 2014).
Current findings suggest that political skill may indeed help employees circumvent coworker
ostracism. Future studies could focus on this relationship in order to improve our understanding
of how political skill might mitigate coworker ostracism. In addition, the negative correlation
between coworker ostracism and POS suggests that when employees are ignored by their
coworkers, they may feel less supported by the overall organization. Future studies should
further examine the relationship between coworker ostracism and POS and consider using POS
as a mediator between coworker ostracism and behavioral outcomes (e.g., organizational
citizenship behavior, turnover).
Finally, it is also important to examine whether coworker and supervisor ostracism have
similarly consistent effects on other aspects of motivation (e.g., self-regulatory processes, selfdetermination) and work behavior (e.g., organizational citizenship behavior, counterproductive
work behavior, leadership behaviors). This can help us better understand whether there is a
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theoretical and practice difference in how employees perceive, react to, and manage coworker
and supervisor ostracism.
Conclusion
This study contributed to our understanding of the effects of coworker ostracism on
feedback inquiry and voice, two important forms of proactive behavior. In line with the proactive
motivation model (Parker et al., 2010), findings suggest that the three proactive motivation states
(organizational identification, control appraisal, and positive affect) can help understand how
coworker ostracism might affect feedback inquiry and voice. Further, the finding that POS
buffers the negative relationship between coworker ostracism and positive affect implies the
importance for organizations to provide sufficient instrumental and emotional support to their
employees to cope with potential exposures to coworker ostracism.
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Tables
Table 1
Demographics for Analysis Sample

Gender
Male
Female
Other
Missing
Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Other
Missing
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Not Hispanic or Latino
Missing
Industry
Professional
Manufacturing
Retail or Service
Technology
Government
Education

n

%

184

59.5

123
1

39.8
0.3

1

0.3

244

79.0

21
1
32
2

6.8
0.3
10.4
0.6

9

2.9

27

8.7

278
4

90.0
1.3

55
34
56
36
19
38

17.8
11.0
18.1
11.7
6.1
12.3

34
37

11.0
12.0

Healthcare
Other
Days Worked From Home
None
One

152
74

49.2
23.9

Two
Age
Organizational Tenure (Years)

83
306
309

26.9

Job Tenure (Years)

309

M (SD)

.78 (.84)

38.5 (10.5)
7.41 (6.72)
5.44 (5.30)
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Table 2
Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD) and Inter-Correlations Among the Research Variables
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Variable

M

SD

1

2

1. Coworker Ostracism (T1)

1.87

.78

(.92)

2. Organizational
Identification (T1)

3.15

.99

-.23***

(.91)

3. Control Appraisal (T1)

3.05

.96

-.39***

.33***

(.84)

4. Positive Affect (T1)

3.27

.97

-.38***

.56***

.48***

(.95)

5. Feedback Inquiry (T2)

3.31

1.36

.03

.30***

.19**

.31***

(.93)

6. Voice (T2)

3.71

1.48

-.14*

.40***

.38***

.55***

.62***

(.94)

7. Political Skill (T1)

3.70

.66

-.39***

.46***

.40***

.64***

.39***

.55***

(.93)

8. Perceived Organizational
Support (T1)

3.90

.98

-.41***

.61***

.62***

.65***

.27***

.42***

.59***

(.93)

9. Neuroticism (T1)

2.47

1.06

.44***

-.20***

-.46***

-.51***

-.10

-.33***

-.46***

-.42***

(.93)

10. Days Worked from Home
Each Week (T1)

.78

.84

-.08

.08

.15*

.07

.17**

.27***

.16**

.16**

-.10

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Values on the diagonal in parentheses are Cronbach’s alpha.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

---

Table 3
Mediation Results for Feedback Inquiry as the Dependent Variable
Model

b

SE

p

-.22

.08

.005

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Control Appraisal

-.11

.06

.05

.06

.07

.37

Coworker Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Positive Affect
Coworker Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Feedback Inquiry
Coworker Ostracism

-.28
-.31

.07
.05

< .001
< .001

.11

.06

.05

-.24
-.39

.07
.05

< .001
< .001

.02

.06

.77

.34

.11

.001

Organizational Identification
Control Appraisal

.23
.12

.09
.09

.01
.21

Positive Affect
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Total Effect Model

.38
.06

.11
.09

< .001
.52

.24

.09

.006

Coworker Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Direct and Indirect Effects
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect: Total
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

.17
-.15

.11
.08

.12
.06

.27

.09

.003

.34
-.172

.11
.07

.001

-.050

.03

[-.127, -.002]

-.033
-.090

.03
.05

[-.095, .018]
[-.197, -.011]

Organizational Identification
Coworker Ostracism

82

95% CI

[-.318, -.047]

Table 4
Mediation Results for Voice as the Dependent Variable
Model

b

SE

p

-.22

.08

.005

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Control Appraisal

-.11

.06

.05

.06

.07

.37

Coworker Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Positive Affect
Coworker Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Voice
Coworker Ostracism

-.28
-.31

.07
.05

< .001
< .001

.11

.06

.05

-.24
-.39

.07
.07

< .001
< .001

.02

.06

.77

.28

.10

.004

Organizational Identification
Control Appraisal

.19
.19

.08
.08

.02
.02

Positive Affect
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Total Effect Model

.64
.06

.10
.09

< .001
.52

.24

.09

.006

Coworker Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Direct and Indirect Effects
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect: Total
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

.03
-.43

.11
.08

.76
< .001

.27

.09

< .001

.28
-.250

.10
.070

.004

-.042

.010

[-.106, -.002]

-.055
-.150

.020
.040

[-.121, -.007]
[-.154, -.011]

Organizational Identification
Coworker Ostracism

83

95% CI

[-.440, -.071]

Table 5
Moderation Results with Political Skill
Model
Organizational Identification
Coworker Ostracism

b

SE

p

-.01

.08

.20

Political Skill
Coworker Ostracism*Political Skill
Neuroticism

.67
-.06
.03

.09
.10
.06

< .001
.53
.56

Days Worked from Home Each Week
Control Appraisal
Coworker Ostracism
Political Skill
Coworker Ostracism*Political Skill
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each Week
Positive Affect
Coworker Ostracism
Political Skill
Coworker Ostracism*Political Skill

.00

.06

.99

-.28
.27
-.29
-.24
.08

.07
.08
.09
.05
.06

< .001
.001
.001
< .001
.15

-.09
.74
.01

.06
.07
.08

.13
< .001
.89

-.23
-.05

.05
.05

< .001
.35

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each Week

84

Table 6
Moderation Results for Perceived Organizational Support
Model
Organizational Identification
Coworker Ostracism

b

SE

p

.03

.07

.66

Perceived Organizational Support
Coworker Ostracism*Perceived
Organizational Support
Neuroticism

.65

.05

< .001

.05

.06

.37

.05

.05

.33

Days Worked from Home Each Week
Control Appraisal
Coworker Ostracism
Perceived Organizational Support
Coworker Ostracism*Perceived
Organizational Support
Neuroticism

-.03

.05

.64

-.20
.48

.06
.05

.003
< .001

-.18

.05

< .001

-.16

.05

.001

Days Worked from Home Each Week
Positive Affect
Coworker Ostracism
Perceived Organizational Support
Coworker Ostracism*Perceived
Organizational Support
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each Week

.05

.05

.32

.001
.52

.06
.05

.99
< .001

.14

.05

.008

-.28
-.05

.04
.05

< .001
.29
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Table 7
Moderated Mediation Results for Political Skill
Model
Feedback Inquiry
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect
Voice
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

Moderated
Mediation Index

SE

95% CI

-.014

.03

[-.078, .030]

-.034
.004

.03
.04

[-.106, .020]
[-.080, .086]

-.012

.02

[-.066, .026]

-.056

.04

[-.138, -.005]

.007

.07

[-.142, .134]
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Table 8
Moderated Mediation Results for Perceived Organizational Support
Model

Moderated Mediation
Index

SE

95% CI

.012

.02

[-.017, .057]

-.021
.053

.02
.03

[-.066, .011]
[.009, .108]

.010

.02

[-.013, .051]

-.035

.02

[-.082, -.002]

.091

.04

[.018, .163]

Feedback Inquiry
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect
Voice
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect
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Table 9
Mediation Results for Supervisor Ostracism as the Independent Variable and Feedback Inquiry
as the Dependent Variable
Model

b

SE

p

95% CI

Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Control Appraisal
Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Positive Affect
Supervisor Ostracism

-.24
-.11

.07
.06

< .001
.05

.05

.07

.45

-.29
-.32

.06
.05

< .001
< .001

.10

.06

.08

-.23

.06

< .001

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Feedback Inquiry
Supervisor Ostracism
Organizational Identification
Control Appraisal
Positive Affect

-.40

.05

< .001

.01

.06

.88

.22
.23
.11
.37

.09
.09
.09
.11

.02
.01
.24
< .001

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Total Effect Model

.09

.09

.28

.24

.09

.005

Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Direct and Indirect Effects
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect: Total
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

.05
-.08

.09
.08

.62
.15

.28

.09

.004

.22
-.170

.09
.06

.02

-.055

.03

[-.129, -.005]

-.031
-.084

.03
.04

[-.097, .021]
[-.176, -.021]

Organizational Identification
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[-.293, -.071]

Table 10
Mediation Results for Supervisor Ostracism as Independent Variable and Voice as Dependent
Variable
Model

b

SE

p

95% CI

Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Control Appraisal
Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Positive Affect
Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Voice
Supervisor Ostracism

-.24
-.11

.07
.06

< .001
.05

.05

.07

.45

-.29
-.32

.06
.05

< .001
< .001

.10

.06

.08

-.23
-.40

.06
.05

< .001
< .001

.01

.06

.88

.25

.09

.004

Organizational Identification
Control Appraisal
Positive Affect

.20
.20
.64

.08
.09
.09

.02
.02
< .001

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Total Effect Model
Supervisor Ostracism
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each
Week
Direct and Indirect Effects
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect: Total
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

-.08

.08

.32

.38

.08

< .001

-.002
-.42

.10
.08

.98
< .001

.42

.09

< .001

.25
-.252

.09
.08

.004

-.047

.03

[-.109, -.005]

-.057
-.147

.03
.06

[-.121, -.008]
[-.276, -.046]

Organizational Identification
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[-.422, -.111]

Table 11
Moderation Results for Supervisor Ostracism and Political Skill
Model

b

SE

-.16

.07

.01

.66
-.01
.05

.09
.09
.06

< .001
.95
.39

Days Worked from Home Each Week
Control Appraisal
Supervisor Ostracism
Political Skill
Supervisor Ostracism*Political Skill
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each Week
Positive Affect
Supervisor Ostracism
Political Skill
Supervisor Ostracism*Political Skill

-.01

.06

.94

-.30
.28
-.20
-.24
.08

.06
.08
.08
.05
.06

< .001
.001
.01
< .001
.16

-.14
.74
.03

.05
.07
.07

.009
< .001
.66

Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each Week

-.22
-.05

.04
.05

< .001
.28

Organizational Identification
Supervisor Ostracism
Political Skill
Supervisor Ostracism*Political Skill
Neuroticism
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Table 12
Moderation Results for Supervisor Ostracism and Perceived Organizational Support
Model

b

SE

p

.08

.08

.31

Perceived Organizational Support
Supervisor Ostracism*Perceived
Organizational Support
Neuroticism

.67
.03

.06
.05

< .001
.57

.04

.05

.39

Days Worked from Home Each Week
Control Appraisal
Supervisor Ostracism
Perceived Organizational Support
Supervisor Ostracism*Perceived
Organizational Support
Neuroticism

-.03

.05

.64

-.21
.48

.07
.05

.002
< .001

-.15

.05

.002

-.16
.05

.05
.05

.29
< .001

.03
.53

.07
.05

.71
< .001

.03

.05

.49

-.28
-.05

.04
.05

< .001
.29

Organizational Identification
Supervisor Ostracism

Days Worked from Home Each Week
Positive Affect
Supervisor Ostracism
Perceived Organizational Support
Supervisor Ostracism*Perceived
Organizational Support
Neuroticism
Days Worked from Home Each Week
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Table 13
Moderated Mediation Results for Supervisor Ostracism and Political Skill
Model
Feedback Inquiry
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect
Voice
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

Moderated
Mediation Index

SE

95% CI

-.001

.02

[-.051, .047]

-.021
.011

.03
.04

[-.085, .015]
[-.055, .093]

-.001

.02

[-.046, .040]

-.039

.03

[-.116, -.003]

.020

.07

[-.101, .155]
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Table 14
Moderated Mediation Results for Supervisor Ostracism and Perceived Organizational Support
Model
Feedback Inquiry
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect
Voice
Indirect Effect: Organizational
Identification
Indirect Effect: Control Appraisal
Indirect Effect: Positive Affect

Moderated
Mediation Index

SE

95% CI

.007

.01

[-.018, .042]

-.016
.012

.02
.02

[-.050, .011]
[-.032, .060]

.006

.01

[-.016, .034]

-.029

.02

[-.065, -.003]

.020

.04

[-.059, .091]
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Figures
Figure 1
Theoretical Model of Proposed Relationships Between Study Variables
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Figure 2
Interaction Between Coworker Ostracism and Political Skill on Control Appraisal
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Figure 3
Interaction Between Coworker Ostracism and Perceived Organizational Support on Control
Appraisal
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Figure 4
Interaction Between Coworker Ostracism and Perceived Organizational Support on Positive
Affect
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Appendices
Appendix A
Time 1 Survey
Coworker Ostracism (Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008). [Stem: over the past two months,
how often have…]
1. Your coworkers ignored you at work?
2. Your coworkers left the area when you entered?
3. Your greetings to coworkers gone unanswered?
4. You unvoluntarily sat alone in a crowded lunchroom at work?
5. Your coworkers avoided you at work?
6. You noticed your coworkers would not look at you at work?
7. Your coworkers shut you out of the conversation?
8. Your coworkers refused to talk to you at work?
9. Your coworkers treated you as if you weren’t there?
10. Your coworkers did not invite you or ask you if you wanted anything when they went out
for lunch or a coffee break?
11. Your coworkers included you in conversations at work?
12. Your coworkers stopped talking to you?
13. You had to be the one to start a conversation in order to be social with your coworkers?
Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “Always.”
Supervisor Ostracism (Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008). [Stem: over the past two months,
how often have…]
1. Your supervisor ignored you at work?
2. Your supervisor left the area when you entered?
3. Your greetings to your supervisor gone unanswered?
4. Your supervisor avoided you at work?
5. You noticed your supervisor would not look at you at work?
6. Your supervisor shut you out of the conversation?
7. Your supervisor refused to talk to you at work?
8. Your supervisor treated you as if you weren’t there?
9. Your supervisor included you in conversations at work?
10. Your supervisor stopped talking to you?
Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “Always.”
Organizational Identification (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) [Stem: please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each statement. When responding, please only consider your
experiences over the past two months]:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

When someone criticizes this organization, it feels like a personal insult.
I am very interested in what others think about this organization.
When I talk about this organization, I usually say “we” rather than “they.”
This organization’s successes are my successes.
When someone praises this organization, it feels like a personal compliment.
If a story in the media criticized the organization, I would feel embarrassed.

Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
Control Appraisal (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006) [Stem: please indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with each statement. When responding, please only consider your
experiences over the past two months]:
1. Most of the problems I’ve experienced at work have been “out of my hands.”
2. It has not been worth telling anybody about many of the problems I’ve experienced,
because nothing will change.
3. I have felt powerless to control the outcomes of the processes I have worked on.
4. The same problems keep happening again and again, regardless of what I do.
Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
Positive affect (PANAS; Watson, Tellegen, & Clark, 1988) [Stem: over the past two months, to
what extent have you felt the following while at work]:
1. Enthusiastic?
2. Interested?
3. Determined?
4. Excited?
5. Inspired?
6. Alert?
7. Active?
8. Strong?
9. Proud?
10. Attentive?
Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Not at All” to “Extremely.”
Feedback Inquiry (Dahling, Chau, and O’malley, 2012) [Stem: over the past two months, I…]:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I sought feedback on my performance after assignments or projects.
I solicited critiques from my supervisor.
I sought out feedback on my performance during assignments or projects.
I asked for my supervisor’s opinion on my work.
I asked my supervisor for information about what is required of me to function
successfully on the job.
6. I asked my supervisor about how well I was performing on the job.
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Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “always.”
Voice (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) [Stem: over the past two months, I…]:
1. I developed and made recommendations concerning issues affecting my work group or
organization.
2. I spoke up and encouraged other employees to get involved in issues that affected the
work group or organization.
3. I communicated my opinions about work issues to others in the work group or
organization, even if others disagreed.
4. I kept myself well informed about issues where my opinions might be useful to the work
group or organization.
5. I got involved in issues that affected the quality of work life in the work group or
organization.
6. I spoke up with ideas for new projects or for changes in procedures.
Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “always.”
Political Skill (Ferris et al., 2015) [Stem: please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with the following statements]:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others.
I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me.
I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others.
It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people.
I understand people very well.
I am good at building relationships with influential people at work.
I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agenda of others.
When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do.
I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work whom I can call on
for support when I really need to get things done.
10. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected.
11. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others.
12. I am good at getting people to like me.
13. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do.
14. I try to show a genuine interest in other people.
15. I am good at using my connections and network to make things happen at work.
16. I always seem to instinctively know the right things to say or do to influence others.
17. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others.
18. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions.
Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
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Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997) [Stem:
please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements]:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

My organization cares about my opinions.
My organization really cares about my well-being.
My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
Help is available from my organization when I have a problem.
My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.
If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me.
My organization shows very little concern for me.
My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor.

Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
Neuroticism (control variable; Eysenck, Eysenck, & Barrett, 1985) [Stem: please indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements]:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Does your mood often go up and down?
Do you ever just feel miserable for no reason?
Are you an irritable person?
Are your feelings easily hurt?
Do you often feel ‘fed up?’
Would you call yourself a nervous person?
Are you a worrier?
Would you call yourself tense or ‘highly-strung’?

Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
Demographics [Stem: The following questions ask you to share some demographic information
about yourself]:
1. Age.
2. Gender (male, female, or other).
3. Race (White, Black or African American, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander, Other).
4. Ethnicity (Hispanic or Latino or Not Hispanic or Latino).
Work information [Stem: The following questions ask you to share some information about your
work]:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

What is your official job title?
What industry do you work in?
How long have you worked in your current job, in both years and months?
How long have you worked for your current organization, in both years and months?
Over the past two months how many days did you work from home on average per week?
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Appendix B
Time 2 Survey
Organizational Identification (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) [Stem: please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each statement. When responding, please only consider your
experiences over the past two months]:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

When someone criticizes this organization, it feels like a personal insult.
I am very interested in what others think about this organization.
When I talk about this organization, I usually say “we” rather than “they.”
This organization’s successes are my successes.
When someone praises this organization, it feels like a personal compliment.
If a story in the media criticized the organization, I would feel embarrassed.

Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
Control Appraisal (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006) [Stem: please indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with each statement. When responding, please only consider your
experiences over the past two months]:
1. Most of the problems I’ve experienced at work have been “out of my hands.”
2. It has not been worth telling anybody about many of the problems I’ve experienced,
because nothing will change.
3. I have felt powerless to control the outcomes of the processes I have worked on.
4. The same problems keep happening again and again, regardless of what I do.
Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”
Positive affect (PANAS; Watson, Tellegen, & Clark, 1988) [Stem: over the past two months, to
what extent have you felt the following while at work]:
1. Enthusiastic?
2. Interested?
3. Determined?
4. Excited?
5. Inspired?
6. Alert?
7. Active?
8. Strong?
9. Proud?
10. Attentive?
Rating: Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Not at All” to “Extremely.”
Feedback Inquiry (Dahling, Chau, and O’malley, 2012) [Stem: over the past two months, I…]:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I sought feedback on my performance after assignments or projects.
I solicited critiques from my supervisor.
I sought out feedback on my performance during assignments or projects.
I asked for my supervisor’s opinion on my work.
I asked my supervisor for information about what is required of me to function
successfully on the job.
6. I asked my supervisor about how well I was performing on the job.
Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “always.”
Voice (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) [Stem: over the past two months, I…]:
1. I developed and made recommendations concerning issues affecting my work group or
organization.
2. I spoke up and encouraged other employees to get involved in issues that affected the
work group or organization.
3. I communicated my opinions about work issues to others in the work group or
organization, even if others disagreed.
4. I kept myself well informed about issues where my opinions might be useful to the work
group or organization.
5. I got involved in issues that affected the quality of work life in the work group or
organization.
6. I spoke up with ideas for new projects or for changes in procedures.
Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “always.”
Coworker Ostracism (Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008). [Stem: over the past two months,
how often have…]
1. Your coworkers ignored you at work?
2. Your coworkers left the area when you entered?
3. Your greetings to coworkers gone unanswered?
4. You involuntarily sat alone in a crowded lunchroom at work?
5. Your coworkers avoided you at work?
6. You noticed your coworkers would not look at you at work?
7. Your coworkers shut you out of the conversation?
8. Your coworkers refused to talk to you at work?
9. Your coworkers treated you as if you weren’t there?
10. Your coworkers did not invite you or ask you if you wanted anything when they went out
for lunch or a coffee break?
11. Your coworkers included you in conversations at work?
12. Your coworkers stopped talking to you?
13. You had to be the one to start a conversation in order to be social with your coworkers?
Rating: Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from “Never” to “Always.”
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